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PREFACE τὸ VOL. VIII. 


΄ 


I wap hoped to be able, in this Volume, to carry 
the history of Greece down as far as the battle of 


Knidus ; but I find myself disappointed. 


A greater space than I anticipated, has been ne- 
cessary, not merely to do justice to the closing 
events of the Peloponnesian war, especially the me- 
morable scenes at Athens after the battle of Argi- 
nusz—but also to explain my views both respecting 


the Sophists and respecting Sokratés. 


It has been hitherto common to treat the Sophists 
as corruptors of the Greek mind, and to set forth 
the fact of such corruption, increasing as we descend 
downwards from the great invasion of Xerxés, as 
historically certified. Dissenting as I do from former 
authors, and believing that Grecian history has 
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been greatly misconceived, on both these points—I 
have been forced to discuss the evidences, and ex- 
hibit the reasons for my own way of thinking, at 


considerable length. 


To Sokratés I have devoted one entire Chapter. 
No smaller space would have sufficed to lay before 
the reader any tolerable picture of that illustrious 
man—the rarest intellectual phzenomenon of ancient 
times, and originator of the most powerful scientific 


impulse which the Greek mind ever underwent. 


G. G. 
London, February 1850. 
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PART II. 


CHAPTER LXII. 


TWENTY-FIRST YEAR OF THE WAR.—OLIGARCHY OF 
FOUR HUNDRED AT ATHENS. 


ABOUT a year elapsed between the catastrophe of 
the Athenians near Syracuse and the victory which 
they gained over the Milésians, on landing near 
Milétus (from September 413 z.c., to September 
412 s.c.). After the first of those two events, the 
complete ruin of Athens had appeared both to her 
enemies and to herself, impending and irreparable. 
But so astonishing, so rapid, and so energetic, had 
been her rally, that at the time of the second, she 
was found again carrying on a tolerable struggle, 
though with impaired resources and on a purely 
defensive system, against enemies both bolder and 
more numerous than ever. Nor is there any rea- 
son to doubt that her foreign affairs might have 
gone on thus improving, had they not been en- 
dangered at thiscritical moment by the treason of 
VOL. VIII. . Β 
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a fraction of her own citizens—bringing her again 
to the brink of ruin, from which she was only rescued 
by the incompetence of her enemies. 

That treason took its first rise from the exile 
Alkibiadés. I have already recounted how this 
man, alike unprincipled and energetic, had thrown 
himself with his characteristic ardour into the ser- 
vice of Sparta, and had indicated to her the best 
means of aiding Syracuse, of inflicting positive in- 
jury upon Athens, and lastly, of provoking revolt 
among the Ionic allies of the latter. It was by his 
boldness and personal connections in [onia that the 
revolt of Chios and Milétus had been determined. 

In the course of a few months, however, he had 
greatly lost the confidence of the Spartans. The 
revolt of the Asiatic dependencies of Athens had 
not been accomplished so easily and rapidly as he 
had predicted : Chalkideus, the Spartan commander 
with whom he had acted, was defeated and slain 
near Milétus: the Ephor Endius, by whom he was 
chiefly protected, retained his office only for one 
year, and was succeeded by other Ephors’ just 
about the end of September, or beginning of Octo- 
ber, when the Athenians gained their second vic- 
tory near Milétus, and were on the point of block- 
ing up the town; while his personal enemy King 
Agis still remained to persecute him. Moreover, 
there was in the character of this remarkable man 
something so essentially selfish, vain, and treache- 
rous, that no one could ever rely upon his faithful 
co-operation. And as soon as any reverse occurred, 
that very energy and ability, which seldom failed 

Ἶ See Thueyd. v. 36. 
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him, made those with whom he acted the more 
ready to explain the mischance by supposing that 
he had betrayed them. 


It was thus that, after the defeat of Milétus, King 0 


Agis was enabled to discredit Alkibiadés as a traitor 


to Sparta; upon which the new Ephors sent out at ° 


once an order to the general Astyochus, to put him 
to death’. Alkibiadés had now an opportunity of 
tasting the difference between Spartan and Athenian 
procedure. Though his enemies at Athens were 
numerous and virulent,—with all the advantage, so 
unspeakable in political warfare, of being able to raise 
the cry of irreligion against him; yet the utmost 
which they could obtain was, that he should be sum- 
moned home to take his trial before the Dikastery. 
At Sparta, without any positive ground of crimina- 
tion and without any idea of judicial trial, his enemies 
procure an order that he shall be put to death. 
Alkibiadés however got intimation of the order 
in time to retire to Tissaphernés. Probably he was 
forewarned by Astyochus himself, not ignorant that 


so monstrous a deed would greatly alienate the 


Chians and Milésians, nor foreseeing the full mis- 
chief which his desertion would bring upon Sparta. 
With that flexibility of character which enabled 
him at once to master and take up a new position, 
Alkibiadés soon found means to insinuate himself 
into the confidence of the satrap. He began now 
to play a game neither Spartan, nor Athenian, but 
Persian and anti-Hellenic: a game of duplicity to 
which Tissaphernés himself was spontaneously dis- 


1 Thucyd. viti. 45. Kal ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν ἀφικομένης ἐπιστολῆς πρὸς ᾿Αστύ- 
οχον ἐκ Λακεδαίμονος ὥστ᾽ ἀποκτεῖναι (ἦν γὰρ καὶ τῷ “Ayids ἐχθρὸς καὶ 


ἄλλως ἄπιστος ἐφαίνετο), &e. 
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posed, but to which the intervention of a dexterous 
Grecian negotiator was indispensable. It was by 
no means the interest of the Great King (Alkibiadés 
urged) to lend such effective aid to either of the 
contending parties as would enable it to crush the 
other: he ought neither to bring up the Phenician 
fleet to the aid of the Lacedzemonians, nor to fur- 
nish that abundant pay which would procure for 
them indefinite levies of new Grecian force. He 
ought so to feed and prolong the war, as to make 
each party an instrument of exhaustion and im- 
poverishment against the other, and thus himself to 
rise on the ruins of both: first to break down the Athe- 
nian empire by means of the Peloponnesians, and 
afterwards to expel the Peloponnesians themselves— 
which might be effected with little trouble if they 
were weakened by a protracted previous struggle’. 

Thus far Alkibiadés gave advice, as a Persian 
counsellor, not unsuitable to the policy of the 
court of Susa. But he seldom gave advice without 
some view to his own profit, ambition, or antipa- 
thies. Cast off unceremoniously by the Lacede- 
monians, he was now driven to seek restoration in 
his own country. To accomplish this object, it 
was necessary not only that he should preserve her 
from being altogether ruined, but that he should 
present himself to the Athenians as one who could, 
if restored, divert the aid of Tissaphernés from 
Lacedemon to Athens. Accordingly, he farther 
suggested to the satrap, that while it was essential 
to his interest not to permit land power and mari- 
time power to be united in the same hands, whe- 


' Thucyd. viii. 45, 46. 
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ther Lacedzemonian or Athenian—it would never- 
theless be found easier to arrange matters with the 
empire and pretensions of Athens, than with those 
of Lacedemon. The former (he argued) neither 
sought nor professed any other object than the sub- 
jection of her own maritime dependencies, in return 
for which she would willingly leave all the Asiatic 
Greeks in the hands of the Great King; while the 
latter, forswearing all idea of empire, and professing 


ostentatiously to aim at the universal enfranchise- . 


ment of every Grecian city, could not with the 
smallest consistency conspire to deprive the Asiatic 
Greeks of the same privilege. This view appeared 
to be countenanced by the objection which Thera- 
menés and many of the Peloponnesian officers had 
taken to the first convention concluded by Chalki- 
deus and Alkibiadés with Tissaphernés: objections 
afterwards renewed by Lichas even against the se- 
cond modified convention of Theramenés, and ac- 
companied with an indignant protest against the idea 
of surrendering to the Great King all the territory 
which had been ever possessed by his predecessors’. 

All these latter arguments, whereby Alkibiadés 
professed to create in the mind of the satrap a pre- 
ference for Athens, were either futile or founded on 
false assumptions. -For on the one hand, even 
Lichas never refused to concur in surrendering the 
Asiatic Greeks to Persia—while on the other hand, 
the empire of Athens, so long as she retained any 
empire, was pretty sure to be more formidable to 
Persia than any efforts undertaken by Sparta under 
the disinterested pretence of liberating generally the 


 Thueyd. viii. 46-52. 
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Grecian cities. Nor did Tissaphernés at all lend 
himself to any such positive impression ; though he 
felt strongly the force of the negative recommenda- 
tions of Alkibiadés—that he should do no more for 
the Peloponnesians than was sufficient to feed the 
war, without ensuring io them either a speedy ora 
decisive success: or rather, this duplicity was so 
congenial to his Oriental mind, that there was no 
need of Alkibiadés to recommend it. The rea! use 
of the Athenian exile, was to assist the satrap in 
carrying it into execution ; and to provide for him 
those plausible pretences and justifications, which 
he was to issue as a substitute for effective supplies 
of mea and money. Established along with Tissa- 
phernés at Megnesia—the same place which had 
been occupied abovt fifty years before by another 
Atbenian exile, equally unprincipled and yet abler, 
Themistoklés—AlJkibiadés served as interpreter of 
his views io all his conversations with the Greeks, 
and appeared to be thoroughly in his confidence: 
an appearance of which he took advantage to pass 
himself off falsely upon the Athenians at Samos as 
having the power of turning Persian wealth to the 
aid of Athens. 

The first payment made by Tissaphernés, im- 


- mediately after the capture of Iasus and of the re- 


volted Amorgés, to the Peloponnesians at Milétus, 
was at the rate of one drachma per head. But 
notice was given that for the future it would be 
reduced oae half—and for this reduction Alkibiadés 
undertook to furnish a reason. The Athenians (he 
urged) gave no more than half a drachma; not 
because they could not afford more, but because, 
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from their long experience of nautical affairs, they 
had found that higher pay spoiled the discipline of 
the seamen by leading them into excesses and over- 
indulgence, as well as by inducing too ready leave 
of absence to be granted, in confidence that the 
high pay would induce them to return when called 
for'. As he probably never expected that such 
subterfuges (employed at a moment when Athens 
was so poor that she could not even pay the half 
drachma per head) would carry conviction to any 
one—so he induced Tissaphernés to strengthen 
their effect by individual bribes to the generals and 
trierarchs: a mode of argument which was found 
effectual in silencing the complaints of all, with the 
single exception of the Syracusan Hermokratés. 
In regard to other Grecian cities who sent to ask 
pecuniary aid, and especially Chios, Alkibiadés 
spoke out with less reserve. They had been hitherto 
compelled to contribute to Athens (he said), and 
now that they had shaken off this payment, they 
must not shrink from imposing upon themselves 
equal or even greater burthens in their own defence. 
Nor was it anything less (he added) than sheer 
impudence in the Chians, the richest people in 
Greece—if they required a foreign military force 
for their protection, to require at the same time 
that others should furnish the means of paying it*. 


1 Thucyd. viii. 45. Of δὲ ras ναῦς ἀπολείπωσιν, ὑπολιπόντες ἐς ὁμή- 
pecay Tov προσοφειλόμενον μισθόν. 

This passage is both doubtful in the text and difficult in the transla- 
tion. Among the many different explanations given by the commen- 
tators, I adopt that of Dr. Arnold as the least unsatisfactory, though 
without any confidence that it is nght. 

2 Thucyd. viii. 45. Tas δὲ πόλεις δεομένας χρημάτων ἀπήλασεν, αὐτὸς 
ἀντιλέγων ὑπὲρ τοῦ Τισσαφέρνους, ὡς of μὲν Χῖοι ἀναίσχυντοι εἶεν, πλου- 
σιώτατοι ὄντες τῶν Ἑλλήνων, ἐπικουρίᾳ δὲ ὅμως σωζόμενοι ἀξιοῦσι καὶ 
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At the same time, however, he intimated—by way 
of keeping up hopes for the future—that Tissa- 
phernés was at present carrying on the war at his 
own cost ; but if hereafter remittances should arrive 
from Susa, the full rate of pay would be resumed, 
with the addition of aid to the Grecian cities in 
any other way which could be reasonably asked. 
To this promise was added an assurance that the 
Phenician fleet was now under equipment, and 
would shortly be brought up to their aid, so as to 
give them a superiority which would render resist- 
ance hopeless: an assurance not merely deceitful 
but mischievous, since it was employed to dissuade 
them from all immediate action, and to paralyse 
their navy during its moments of fullest vigour and 
efficiency. Even the reduced rate of pay was fur- 
nished so irregularly, and the Peloponnesian force 
kept so starved, that the duplicity of the satrap 
became obvious to every one, and was only carried 
through by his bribery to the officers’. 

While Alkibiadés, as the confidential agent and 
interpreter of Tissaphernés, was carrying on this 
anti-Peloponnesian policy through the autumn and 
winter of 412-411 8.c.—partly during the stay of 
the Peloponnesian fleet at Milétus, partly after it 
had moved to Knidus and Rhodes—he was at the 
same time opening correspondence with the Athe- 
nian officers at Samos. His breach with the Pelo- 


τοῖς σώμασι Kai τοῖς χρήμασιν ἄλλους ὑπὲρ τῆς ἐκείνων ἐλευθερίας κινδυ- 
νεύειν. 

? Thucyd. viii. 406. Τὴν τε τροφὴν κακῶς ἐπόριζε τοῖς Πελοποννησίοις 

‘ - > Mw. oY Α δ x , a , a . 3 
καὶ ναυμαχεῖν οὐκ εἴα' ἀλλὰ καὶ τὰς Φοινίσσας vais φάσκων ἥξειν καὶ ἐκ 
περιόντος ἀγωνιεῖσθωι ἔφθειρε τὰ πράγματα καὶ τὴν ἀκμὴν τοῦ ναντικοῦ 
αὐτῶν ἀφείλετο, γενομένην καὶ πάνυ ἰσχυρὰν, τά τε ἄλλα, καταφανέστερον 
ἣ ὥστε λανθάνειν, ov προθύμως ξυνεπολέμει. 
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ponnesians, as well as his ostensible position in the 
service of Tissaphernés, were facts well-known 
among the Athenian armament; and his scheme 
was, to procure both restoration and renewed power 
in his native city, by representing himself as com- 
petent to bring over to her the aid and alliance of 
Persia, through his ascendency over the mind of 
the satrap. His hostility to the democracy, how- 
ever, was so generally known, that he despaired of 
accomplishing his return unless he could connect it 
with an oligarchical revolution; which, moreover, 
was not less gratifying to his sentiment of vengeance 
for the past, than to his ambition for the future. 
Accordingly he sent over a private message to the 
officers and trierarchs at Samos, several of them 
doubtless his personal friends, desiring to be re- 
membered to the ‘‘ best men ” in the armament!— 
such was one of the standing phrases by which 
oligarchical men knew and described each other ; 
and intimating his anxious wish to come again asa 
citizen among them, bringing with him Tissaphernés 
as their ally. But he would do this only on condi- 
tion of the formation of an oligarchical government ; 
nor would he ever again set foot amidst the odious 
democracy to whom he owed his banishment 3. 
Such was the first originating germ of that tem- 
porary calamity, which so near brought Athens to 
absolute ruin, called the Oligarchy of Four Hun- 
dred: a suggestion from the same exile who had 
already so deeply wounded his country by sending 
1 Thucyd. viii. 47. Ta μὲν καὶ "AAxcSiadou προσπέμψαντος λόγους és 
τοὺς δυνατωτάτους αὐτῶν (᾿Αθηναίων) ἄνδρας, ὥστε μνησθῆναι περὶ αὐτοῦ 
ἐς τοὺς βελτίστους τῶν ἀνθρώπων, ὅτι ἐπ᾽ ὀλιγαρχίᾳ βούλεται, καὶ οὐ 


πονηρίᾳ οὐδὲ δημοκρατίᾳ τῇ ἑαντὸν ἐκβαλούσῃ, κατελθὼν, &c. 
2 Thucyd. viii. 47. 
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Gylippus to Syracuse, and the Lacedzemonian gar- 
rison to Dekeleia. As yet, no man in Samos had 
thought of a revolution; but the moment that the 
idea was thus started, the trierarchs and wealthy 
meo in the armament caught at it with avidity. 
To subvert the democracy for their own profit, and 
to be rewarded for doing so with the treasures of 
Persia as a means of carrying on the war against 
the Peloponnesians—was an extent of good fortune 
greater than they could possibly have hoped. 
Amidst the exhaustion of the public treasure at 
Athens, and the loss of tribute from her depend- 
encies, it was now the private proprietors, and 
most of all, the wealthy proprietors—upon whom 
the cost of military operations fell: from which 
burthen they here saw the prospect of relief, coupled 
with increased chance of victory. Elate with so 
tempting a promise, a deputation of them crossed 
over from Samos to the mainland to converse per- 
sonally with Alkibiadés, who again renewed his 
assurances in person, that he would bring not only 
Tissaphernés, but the Great King himself, into 
active alliance and co-operation with Athens—pro- 
vided they would put down the Athenian demo- 
cracy, which he affirmed that the king could not 
possibly trust'. He doubtless did not omit to set 
forth the other side of the alternative ; that if the 
proposition were refused, Persian aid would be 
thrown heartily into the scale of the Peloponnesians 
—in which case, there was no longer any hope of 
safety for Athens. 

On the return of the deputation with these fresh 
assurances, the oligarchical men in Samos came 


1 Thucyd. vi. 48. 
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together, both in greater number and with redoubled 
ardour, to take their measures for subverting the 
democracy. They even ventured to speak of the 
project openly among the mass of the armament, 
who listened to it with nothing but aversion—but 
who were silenced at least, though not satisfied, by 
being told that the Persian treasury would be thrown 
open to them on condition, and only oa condition, 
that they would relinquish their democracy. Such 
was at this time the indispensable need of foreign 
moaey for the purposes of the war—such was the 
certainty of ruin, if the Persian treasure weot to 
the aid of the enemy—that the most democratical 
Atheoiao might well hesitate when the alternative 
was thus laid before bim. The oligarchical con- 
spirators, bowever, knew well that they had the 
feeling of the armament altogether against them— 
that the best which they could expect from it was 
a reloctant acquiescence—and that they must ac- 
complish the revolution by their own hands and 
management. ‘They formed themselves into a poli- 
tical confederacy (or Heteria) for the purpose of 
discussing the best measures towards theirend. It 
was resolved to send a deputation to Athens, with 
Peisander' at the head, to make known the new 


It is asserted in an Oration of Lysias (Orat. xxv. Anpov Καταλύ- 
σεως ᾿Απολογία, c. 3. p. 766 Reisk.) that Phrynichus and Peisander 
embarked in this oligarchical conspiracy for the purpose of getting 
clear of previous crimes committed under the democracy. But there is 
nothing to countenance this assertion, and the narrative of Thucydidés 
gives quite a different colour to their behaviour. 

Peisander was now serving with the armament at Samos; moreover 
his forwardness and energy (presently to be described) in taking the 
formidable initiative of putting down the Athenian democracy, is to me 
quite sufficient evidence that the taunts of the comic writers against his 
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prospects, and to put the standing oligarchical clubs 
(Hetzries) into active co-operation for the purpose 
of violently breaking up the democracy—and farther 
to establish oligarchical governments in all the re- 
maining dependencies of Athens. They imagined 
that these dependencies would be thus induced to 
remain faithful to her, perhaps even that some of 
those which had already revolted might come back to 
their allegiance—when once she should be relieved 
from her democracy and placed under the rule of 
her ‘‘ best and most virtuous citizens.” 

Hitherto, the bargain tendered for acceptance 
had been—subversion of the Athenian democracy 
and restoration of Alkibiadés, on one hand—against 
hearty co-operation, and a free supply of gold, from 
Persia, on the other. But what security was there 
that such bargain would be realised—or that when 
the first part should have been brought to pass, 
the second would follow? There was absolutely 
no security except the word of Alkibiadés—very 
little to be trusted, even when promising what was 
in his own power to perform, as we may recollect 
from his memorable dealing with the Lacedemonian 
envoys at Athens—and on the present occasion, 
vouching for something in itself extravagant and 
preposterous. For what reasonable motive could 
be imagined to make the Great King shape his 


cowardice are unfounded. Xenophon in the Symposion repeats this 
taunt (ii. 14), which also appears in Aristophanes, Eupolis, Plato Co- 
micus, and others: see the passages collected in Meineke, Histor. Critic. 
Comicor. Greecorum, vol. i. p. 178, &e. 

Modern writers on Grecian history often repeat such bitter jests as 
if they were so much genuine and trustworthy evidence against the 
person libeled. 
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foreign policy according to the interests of Alki- 
biadés—or to inspire him with such lively interest 
in the substitution of oligarchy for democracy at 
Athens? This was a question which the oligarchi- 
cal conspirators at Samos not only never troubled 
themselves to raise, but which they had every 
motive to suppress. The suggestion of Alkibiadés 
coincided fully with their political interest and am- 
bition. Their object was to put down the democracy, 
and get possession of the government for themselves 
—and the promise of Persian gold, if they could 
get it accredited, was inestimable as a stepping-stone 
towards this goal, whether it afterwards turned out 
to be a delusion or not. The probability is that 
having a strong interest in believing it themselves, 
and a still stronger interest in making others believe 
it, they talked each other into a sincere persuasion. 
Without adverting to this fact, we should be at a loss 
to understand how the word of such a man as Al- 
kibiadés, on such a matter, could be so implicitly 
accepted as to set in motion a whole train of novel 
and momentous events. 

There was one man, and one man alone so far as 
we know, who ventured openly to call it in ques- 
tion. This was Phrynichus, one of the generals of 
the fleet, who had recently given valuable counsel 
after the victory of Milétus; a clear-sighted and 
sagacious man, but personally hostile to Alkibiadés, 
and thoroughly seeing through his character and 
projects. Though Phrynichus was afterwards one 
of the chief organizers of the oligarchical move- 
ment, when it became detached from and hostile to 
Alkibiadés—yet under the actual circumstances he 
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discountenanced it altogether’. Alkibiadés (he said) 
had no attachment to oligarchical government 
. rather than to democratical ; nor could he be relied 
on for standing by it after it should have been set 
up. His only purpose was, to make use of the 
oligarchical conspiracy now forming, for his own 
restoration ; which, if brought to pass, could not 
fail to introduce political discord into the camp— 
the greatest misfortune that could at present hap- 
pen. As to the Persian king, it was unreasonable 
to expect that he would put himself out of his way 
to aid the Athenians, his old enemies, in whom he 
had no confidence—while he had the Peloponne- 
sians present as allies, with a good naval force and 
powerful cities in his own territory, from whom 
he had never experienced either insult or annoy- 
ance. Moreover the dependencies of Athens— 
upon whom it was now proposed to confer simul- 
taneously with Athens herself, the blessing of 
oligarchical government—would receive that boon 
with indifference. Those who had already re- 
volted, would not come back—those who yet re- 
mained faithful, would not be the more inclined to 
remain so longer. Their object would be to obtain 
autonomy, either under oligarchy or democracy, as 
the case might be. Assuredly they would not ex- 
pect better treatment from an oligarchical govern- 
ment at Athens, than from a democratical ; for 
they knew that those self-styled ‘‘ good and vir- 

' Phrynichus is affirmed in an Oration of Lysias to have been origi- 
nally poor, keeping sheep in the country part of Attica; ther to have 
resided in the city, and practised what was called sycophancy, or false 


and vexatious accusation before the Dikastery and the public assembly 
(Lysias, Orat. xx. pro Polystrato, c. 3, p. 674 Reisk.). 
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tuous ’’ men, who would form the oligarchy, were, 
as ministers of democracy, the chief advisers and 
instigators of the people to iniquitous deeds—most 
commonly for nothing but their own individual 
profit. From an Athenian oligarchy, the citizens 
of these dependencies had nothing to expect but 
violent executions without any judicial trial] ; but 
under the democracy, they could obtain shelter and 
the means of appeal, while their persecutors were 
liable to restraint and chastisement, from the peo- 
ple and the popular Dikasteries. Such (Phryni- 
chus affirmed on his own personal knowledge) was 
the genuine feeling among the dependencies of 
Athens’. Having thus shown the calculations of 
the conspirators—as to Alkibiadés, as to Persia, and 
as to the allied dependencies—to be all illusory, 
Phrynichus concluded by entering his decided pro- 
test against adopting the propositions of Alkibiadés. 

Bat in this protest (borne out afterwards by the 
result) he stood nearly alone. ‘The tide of opinion, 
among the oligarchical conspirators, ran so furi- 


1 Thueyd. viii. 48. Τάς re ξυμμαχίδας πόλεις, ais ὑπεσχῆσθαι δὴ σφᾶς 
ὀλιγαρχίαν, ὅτι δὴ καὶ αὐτοὶ οὐ δημοκρατήσονται, εὖ εἰδέναι ἔφη ὅτι οὐδὲν 
μᾶλλον σφίσιν οὔθ᾽ αἱ ἀφεστηκυῖαι προσχωρήσονται, οὔθ᾽ al ὑπάρχουσαι 
βεβαιότεραι ἔσονται" οὐ γὰρ βουλήσεσθαι αὐτοὺς μετ᾽ ὀλιγαρχίας ἣ δημο- 
κρατίας δουλεύειν μᾶλλον, ἢ μεθ᾽ ὁποτέρον ἂν τύχωσι τούτων ἐλευθέρους 
εἶναι. Τούς τε κολοὺς κἀγαθοὺς ὀνομαζομένους οὐκ ἐλάσσω αὐτοὺς 
νομίζειν σφίσι πράγματα παρέξειν τοῦ δήμου, ποριστὰς ὄντας καὶ 
ἐσηγητὰς τῶν κακῶν τῷ δήμῳ, ἐξ ὧν τὰ πλείω οὐτοὺς ὠφελεῖ- 
σθαι" καὶ τὸ μὲν ἐπ᾽ ἐκείνοις εἶναι, καὶ ἄκριτοι ἂν καὶ βιαιότερον ἀποθνή- 
σκειν, τόν τε δῆμον σφῶν τε καταφυγὴν εἶναι καὶ ἐκείνων σωφρο- 
γιστίν. Καὶ ταῦτα παρ᾽ αὐτῶν τῶν ἔργων ἐπισταμένας τὰς πόλεις 
σαφῶς αὐτὸς εἰδέναι, ὅτι οὕτω νομίζουσι. 

In taking the comparison between oligarchy and democracy in Greece, 
there is hardly any evidence more important than this passage: a testi- 
mwony to the comparative merit of democracy, pronounced by an oli- 
garchical conspirator, and sanctioned by an historian himself unfriendly 
to the democracy. 
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ously the other way, that it was resolved to des- 
patch Peisander and others immediately to Athens 
to consummate the oligarchical revolution as well as 
the recall of Alkibiadés ; and at the same time to 
propose to the people their new intended ally Tis- 
saphernés. τ 

Phrynichus knew well what would be the con- 
sequence to himself—if this consummation were 
brought about, as he foresaw that it probably would 
be-—from the vengeance of his enemy Alkibiadés 
against his recent opposition. Satisfied that the 
latter would destroy him, he took measures for de- 
stroying Alkibiadés beforehand, even by a trea- 
sonable communication to the Lacedzmonian ad- 
miral Astyochus at Milétus ; to whom he sent a 
secret account of the intrigues which the Athe- 
nian exile was carrying on at Samos to the pre- 
judice of the Peloponnesians, prefaced with an 
awkward apology for this sacrifice of the interests 
of his country to the necessity of protecting himself 
against a personal enemy. But Phrynichus was 
imperfectly informed of the real character of the 


. Spartan commander, or of his relations with Tissa- 


phernés and Alkibiadés. Not merely was the latter 
now at Magnesia, under the protection of the 
satrap, and out of the power of the Lacedzmonians 
—but Astyochus, a traitor to his duty through the 
gold of Tissaphernés, went up thither to show the 
letter of Phrynichus to the very person whom it 
was intended to expose. Alkibiadés forthwith sent 
intelligence to the generals and officers at Samos of 
the step taken by Phrynichus, and pressed them to 
put him to death. 
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The life of Phrynichus now hung by a thread, 
and was probably preserved only by that respect 
for judicial formalities so deeply rooted in the 
Athenian character. In the extremity of danger, 
he resorted to a still more subtle artifice to save 
himself. He despatched a second letter to Astyo- 
chus, complaining of the violation of confidence 
in regard to the former, but at the same time in- 
timating that he was now willing to betray to the 
Lacedzemonians the camp and armament at Samos. 
He invited Astyochus to come and attack the 
place, which was as yet unfortified —explaining 
minutely in what manner the attack could be best 
conducted. And he concluded by saying that this, 
as well as every other means of defence, must be 
pardoned to one whose life was in danger from a 
personalenemy. Foreseeing that Astyochus would 
betray this letter as he had betrayed the former, 
Phrynichus waited a proper time, and then revealed 
to the camp the intention of the enemy to make an 
attack, as if it had reached him by private infor- 
mation. He insisted on the necessity of imme- 
diate precautions, and himself as general superin- 
tended the work of fortification, which was soon 
completed. Presently arrived a letter from Alki- 
biadés, communicating to the army that Phrynichus 
had betrayed them, and that the Peloponnesians 
were on the point of making an attack. But this 
letter, arriving after the precautions taken by order 
of Phrynichus himself had been already completed, 
was construed as a mere trick on the part of Alki- 
biadés himself, through his acquaintance with the 
intentions of the Peloponnesians, to raise a charge 

VOL. VIII, ο 
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of treasonable correspondence against his personal 
enemy. The impression thus made by his second 
letter effaced the taint which had been left upon 
Phrynichus by the first, insomuch that the latter 
stood excu)pated on both charges’. 

But Phrynichus, though thus successful in extri- 
cating himself, failed thoroughly in his manceuvre 
against the influence and life of Alkibiadés ; in 
whose favour the oligarchical movement not only 
went on, but was transferred from Samos to Athens. 
On arriving at the latter place, Peisander and his 
companions laid before the public assembly the 
projects which had been conceived by the oligarchs 
at Samos. The people were invited to restore 
Alkibiadés and renounce their democratical consti- 
tution ; in return for which, they were assured of 
obtaining the Persian king as an ally, and of over- 
coming the Peloponnesians*. Violent was the storm 
which these propositions raised in the public as- 
sembly. Many speakers rose in animated defence 
of the democracy—few, if any, distinctly against 
it. The opponents of Alkibiadés indignantly de- 
nounced the mischief of restoring him, in violation 
of the laws, and in reversal of a judicial sentence— 

1 Thucyd. viii. 50, δ]. 

? In the speech made by Theramenés (the Athenian) during the oli- 
garchy of Thirty, seven years afterwards, it is affirmed that the Athenian 
people voted the adoption of the oligarchy of Four Hundred, from being 
told that the Lacedemonians would never trust a democracy (Xenoph. 
Hellen. ii. 3, 45). 

This is thoroughly incorrect—a specimen of the loose assertion of 
speakers in regard to facts even. not very long past. At the moment 
when Theramenés said this, the duestion, what political constitution at 
Athens the Lacedemonians would please to tolerate, was all-important 


to the Athenians. Theramenés transfers the feelings of the present to 
the incidents of the past. 
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while the Eumolpide and Kerykes, the sacred fa- 
milies connected with the: Eleusinian mysteries 
which Alkibiadés had violated, entered their solemn 
protest on religious grounds to the same effect. 
Against all these vehement opponents, whose im- 
passioned invectives obtained the full sympathy of 
the assembly, Peisander had but one simple reply. 
He called them forward successively by name, and 
put to each the question—‘' What hope have you 
of salvation for the city, when the Peloponnesians 
have a naval force against us fully equal to ours, 
together with a greater number of allied cities— 
and when the king as well as Tissaphernés are sup- 
plying them with money, while we have no money 
left? What hope have you of salvation, unless we 
can persuade the king to come over to our side? ” 
The answer was a melancholy negative—or per- 
haps not less melancholy silence. ‘‘ Well then 
(rejoined Peisander)—that object cannot possibly 
be attained, unless we conduct our political affairs 
for the future in a more moderate way, and put 
the powers of government more in the hands of 
a few—and unless we recall Alkibiadés, the only 
man now living who is competent to do the busi- 
ness. Under present circumstances, we surely 
shall not lay greater stress upon our political con- 
stitution than upon the salvation of the city; the 
rather as what we now enact may be hereafter mo- 
dified, if it be found not to answer.” 

Against the proposed oligarchical change the re- 
pugnance of the assembly was alike angry and 
unanimous. But they were silenced by the impe- 
rious necessity of the case, as the armament at 
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Samos had been before ; and admitting the alterna- 
tive laid down by Peisander (as I have observed 
already), the most democratical citizen might be 
embarrassed as to his vote. Whether any speaker, 
like Phrynichus at Samos, arraigned the fallacy of 
the alternative, and called upon Peisander for some 
guarantee, better than mere asseveration, of the 
benefits to come—we are not informed. But the 
general vote of the assembly, reluctant and only 
passed in the hope of future change, sanctioned his 
recommendation’. He and ten other envoys, in- 
vested with full powers of negotiating with Alki- 
biadés and Tissaphernés, were despatched to Ionia 
immediately. Peisander at the same time obtained 
from the assembly a vote deposing Phrynichus from 
his command; under the accusation of having 
traitorously caused the loss of Iasus and the cap- 
ture of Amorgés, after the battle of Milétus—but 
from the real certainty that he would prove an in- 
superable bar to all negotiations with Alkibiadés. 
Phrynichus, with his colleague Skironidés, being 
thus displaced, Leon and Diomedon were sent to 
Samos as commanders in their stead: an appoint- 
ment, of which, as will be presently seen, Peisan- 
der was far from anticipating the consequences. 

1 Thucyd. viii. 54. ‘O δὲ δῆμος τὸ μὲν πρῶτον ἀκούων χαλεπῶς ἔφερε 
τὸ περὶ τῆς ὀλιγαρχίας" σαφῶς δὲ διδασκόμενος ὑπὸ τοῦ Πεισάνδρου μὴ 
εἶναι ἄλλην σωτηρίαν, δείσας, καὶ ἅμα ἐλπίζων ὡς καὶ μετα- 
βαλεῖται, ἐνέδωκε. 

“ Atheniensibus, imminente periculo belli, major salutis quam digni- 
tatis cura fuit. Itaque, permittente populo, imperium ad Senatum 
transfertur ” (Justin, v. 3). 

Justin is correct, so far as this vote goes: but he takes no notice of 
the change of matters afterwards, when the establishment of the Four 


Hundred was consummated without the promised benefit of Persian 
alliance, and by simple terrorism. 
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Before his departure for Asia, he took a step yet 
more important. He was well-aware that the recent 
vote—a result of fear inspired by the war, represent- 
ing a sentiment utterly at variance with that of the 
assembly, and only procured as the price of Persian 
aid against a foreign enemy —would never pass into 
a reality by the spontaneous act of the people them- 
selves. It was indeed indispensable as a first step 
—partly as an authority to himself, partly also as 
a confession of the temporary weakness of the de- 
mocracy, and as a sanction and encouragement for 
the oligarchical forces to show themselves. But 
the second step yet remained to be performed ; that 
of calling these forces into energetic action—organi- 
sing an amount of violence sufficient to extort from 
the people actual submission in addition to verbal 
acquiescence—and thus as it were tying down the 
patient while the process of emasculation was being 
consummated. Peisander visited all the various 
political clubs, conspiracies, or Hetzries, which were 
habitual and notorious at Athens; associations, 
bound together by oath, among the wealthy citizens, 
partly for purposes of amusement, but chiefly pled- 
ging the members to stand by each other in objects 
of political ambition, in judicial trials, in accusation 
or defence of official men after the period of office 
had expired, in carrying points through the public 
assembly, &c. Among these clubs were distributed 
most of ‘‘ the best citizens, the good and honour- 
able men, the elegant men, the well-known, the 
temperate, the honest and moderate men’,” &c., to 


Qi βέλτιστοι, of καλοκἀγαθοὶ, οἱ χαριέντες, οἱ γνώριμοι, οἱ σώφρονες, 


&e.: le parti honnéte et modéré, δίς. 
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employ that complimentary phraseology by which 
wealthy and anti-popular politicians have chosen 
to designate each other, in ancient as well as in 
modern times. And though there were doubtless 
individuals among them who deserved these appel- 
lations in their best sense, yet the general character 
of the clubs was not the less exclusive and oligar- 
chical. In the details of political life, they had 
different partialities as well as different antipathies, 
and were oftener in opposition than in co-operation 
with each other. But they furnished, when taken 
together, a formidable anti-popular force ; generally 
either in abeyance, or disseminated in the accom- 
plishment of smaller political measures and separate 
personal successes—but capable, at a special crisis, 
of being evoked, organised, and put in conjoint at- 
tack, for the subversion of the democracy. Such was 
the important movement now initiated by Peisander. 
He visited separately each of these clubs, put them 
into communication with each other, and exhorted 
them all to joint aggressive action against their 
common enemy the democracy, at a moment when 
it was already intimidated and might be finally 
overthrown!'. 

1 About these ξυνωμόσιαι ἐπὶ δίκαις καὶ dpxais—political and judicial 
associations—see above, in this History, vol. iv. ch. xxxvii. p. 542; 
vol. vi. ch. li. p. 393: see also Hermann Biittner, Geschichte der poli- 
tischen Hetzerieen zu Athen, pp. 75, 79, Leipsic, 1840. 

There seem to have been similar political clubs or associations at 
Carthage, exercising much influence, and holding perpetual banquets 
as a means of largess to the poor—Anistotel. Polit. 1. 8, 2; Livy, 


xxxiiit. 46; xxxiv. 61: compare Kluge, ad Aristotel. De Polit. Carthag. 
p- 46-127, Wratisl. 1824. 

The like political associations were both of long duration among the 
nobility of Rome, and of much influence for political objects as well as 
judicia] success—“ coitiones (compare Cicero pro Cluentio, c. 5-4, s. 148) 
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Having taken other necessary measures towards 
the same purpose, Peisander left Athens with his 
colleagues to enter upon his negotiation with Tis- 


honorum adipiscendorum caus4 factee—factiones—sodalitates.”” The in- 
eident described in Livy (ix. 26) is remarkable. The Senate, suspect- 
mg the character and proceedings of these clubs, appointed the Dictator 
Menius (in 312 B.c.) as commissioner with full power to investigate and 
deal with them. But such was the power of the clubs, in a case where 
they had a common interest and acted in co-operation (as was equally 
the fact under Peisander at Athens), that they completely frustrated the 
inquiry, and went on as before. ‘‘ Nec diutius, ut fit, quam dum recens 
erat, questio per clara nomina reorum viguit : inde labi ccepit ad viliora 
capita, donec cottionibus factionibusque, adversus quas comparata erat, 
eppressa est.”” (Livy, ix. 26.) Compare Dio. Cass. xxxvii. 57, about the 
ἑταιρικὰ of the Triumvirs at Rome. Quintus Cicero (de Petition. Con- 
sulat. c. 5) says to his brother the orator— Quod si satis grati homines 
essent, heec ompia (i.e. all the subsidia necessary for success in his 
coming election) tibi parata esse debebant, sicut parata esse confido. 
Nam hoc biennio quatuor sodalitates civium ad ambitionem gratiosis- 
smorum tibi obligasti.... Horum in causis ad te deferundis guidnam 
eorum sodales tibi receperint et confirmarint, scio; nam interfui.” 

See Th. Mommsen, De Collegiis et Sodaliciis Romanorum, Kiel 1843. 
ch. ii. sect. δ, 6,7; also the Dissertation of Wunder, inserted in the 
Onomasticon Tullianum of Orelli and Baiter, in the last volume of their 
edition of Cicero, p. 200-210, ad Ind. Legum; Lez Licinia de Soda- 
litiis. 

As an example of these clubs or conspiracies for mutual support in 
ξυνωμόσιαι ἐπὶ δίκαις (not including ἀρχαῖς, so far as we can make out), 
we may cite the association called of Εἰκαδεῖς made known to us by an 
Inscription recently discovered in Attica, and published first m Dr. 
Wordsworth’s Athens and Attica, p. 223; next in Ross, Die Demen 
von Attica, Preface, p.v. These Εἰκαδεῖς are an association, the mem- 
bers of which are bound to each other by acommon oath, as well as by 
acurse which the mythical hero of the association, Eikadeus, 1s sup- 
posed to have imprecated (ἐνάντιον τῇ ἄρᾳ ἣν Εἰκαδεὺς ἐπηράσατο᾽---- 
they possess common property, and it was held contrary to the oath 
for any of the members to enter into a pecuniary process against the 
κοινόν : compare analogous obligations among the Roman Sndales. 
Mommsen, p. 4. Some members had violated their obligation upon 
this point: Polyxenus had attacked them at law for false witness: and 
the general body of the Eikadeis pass a vote of thanks to him for so 
doing, and choose three of their members to assist him in the cause 
before the Dikastery (οἴτινες συναγωνιοῦνται τῷ ἐπεσκημμένῳ τοῖς μάρ- 
τυσι) : compare the ἑταιρίαι alluded to in Demosthenés (cont. Theokrin. 
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saphernés. But the co-operation and aggressive 
movement of the clubs which he had originated, 
was prosecuted with increased ardour during his 
absence, and even fell into hands more organising 
and effective than his own. The rhetorical teacher 
Antiphon, of the deme Rhamnus, took it in hand 
especially, acquired the confidence of the clubs, and 
drew the plan of campaign against the democracy. 
He was a man estimable in private life and not 
open to pecuniary corruption: in other respects, 
of pre-eminent ability, in contrivance, judgment, 
speech, and action. The profession to which he 
belonged, generally unpopular among the demo- 
cracy, excluded him from taking rank as a speaker 
either in the public assembly or the dikastery: for 
a rhetorical teacher, contending in either of them 
against a private speaker, (torepeat a remark already 
once made) was considered to stand at the same 
unfair advantage, as a fencing-master fighting a 
duel with a gentleman would be held to stand in 
modern times. Thus debarred himself from the 
showy celebrity of Athenian political life, Antiphon 
became only the more consummate, as a master of 
advice, calculation, scheming, and rhetorical com- 


ce. 1]. p. 1335) as assisting Theokrinés before the Dikastery and intimi- 
dating the witnesses. 

The Guilds in the European cities during the middle ages, usually 
sworn to by every member and called conjurationes Amicitie, bear iv 
many respects a resemblance to these ξυνωμόσιαι ; though the judicial 
proceedings in the medizval cities, being so much less popular than at 
Athens, narrowed their range of interference in this direction: their 
political importance however was quite equal. (See Wilda, Das Gilden 
Wesen des Mittelalters, Abschn. ii. p. 167, &c.) 

*‘Qmnes autem ad Amicitiam pertinentes ville per fidem et sacra- 
mentum firmaverunt, quod unus subveniat alteri tanquam fratri suo in 
utili et honesto” (ib. p. 148). 
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position ', to assist the celebrity of others ; insomuch 
that his silent assistance in political and judicial 
debates, as a sort of chamber-counsel, was highly 
appreciated and largely paid. Now such were pre- 
cisely the talents required for the present occasion ; 
while Antiphon, who hated the democracy for having 
hitherto kept him in the shade, gladly bent his full 
talents towards its subversion. 

Such was the man to whom Peisander in departing 
chiefly confided the task of organising the anti-po- 
pular clubs, for the consummation of the revolution 
already in immediate prospect. His chief auxi- 
liary was Theramenés, another Athenian, now first 
named, of eminent ability and cunning. His father 
(either natural or by adoption), Agnon, was one 
of the Probuli, and had formerly been founder of 
Amphipolis. Even Phrynichus—whose sagacity we 
have already had occasion to appreciate, and who 
from hatred towards Alkibiadés, had pronounced 
himself decidedly against the oligarchical movement 
at Samos—became zealous in forwarding the move- 
ment at Athens, after his dismissal from the com- 


1 The person described by Krito in the Euthydémus of Plato (c. 31, 
p. 305 C.), as having censured Sokratés for conversing with Euthydé- 
mus and Dionysoddrus, is presented exactly like Antiphon m Thucy- 
didés—jxtora νὴ τὸν Δία ῥήτωρ᾽ οὐδὲ οἶμαι πώποτε αὐτὸν ἐπὶ δικαστήριον 
ἀναβεβηκέναι" ἀλλ᾽ ἐπαΐειν αὐτόν φασι περὶ τοῦ πράγματος, νὴ τὸν Δία, 
καὶ δεινὸν εἶναι καὶ δεινοὺς λόγους ξυντιθέναι. 

Hemdorf thinks that Isokratés is here meant: Groen van Prinsterer 
talks of Lysias; Winkelmann, of Thrasymachus. The description 
would fit Antiphon as well as either of these three: though Stallbaum 
may perhaps be right in supposing no particular individual to have been 
in the mind of Plato. 

Oi συνδικεῖν ἐπιστάμενοι, whom Xenophon specifies as being so emi- 
nently useful to a person engaged in a law-suit, are probably the persons 
who knew how to address the Dikastery effectively in support of his 
ease (Xenoph. Memorab. 1. 2, 51). 
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mand. He brought to the side of Antiphon and 
Theramenés a contriving head not inferior to theirs, 
coupled with daring and audacity even superior. 
Under such skilful leaders, the anti-popular force 
of Athens was organised with a deep skill, and 
directed with a dexterous wickedness, never before 
witnessed in Greece. 

At the time when Peisander and the other envoys 
reached Ionia (seemingly about the end of January 
or beginning of February 411 5.c.), the Pelopon- 
nesian fleet had already quitted Milétus and gone 
to Knidus and Rhodes, on which latter island Leon 
and Diomedon made some hasty descents, from the 
neighbouring island of Chalké. At the same time, 
the Athenian armament at Chios was making pro- 
gress in the siege of that place and the construc- 
tion of the neighbouring fort at Delphinium. Pe- 
daritus, the Lacedemonian governor of the island, 
had sent pressing messages to solicit aid from the 
Peloponnesians at Rhodes, but no aid arrived ; and 
he therefore resolved to attempt a general sally and 
attack upon the Athenians, with his whole force 
foreign as well as Chian. Though at first he ob- 
tained some success, the battle ended in his com- 
plete defeat and death, with great slaughter of the 
Chian troops, and with the loss of many whose 
shields were captured in the pursuit'. The Chians, 
now reduced to greater straits than before, and be- 
ginning to suffer severely from famine, were only 
enabled to hold out by a partial reinforcement soon 
afterwards obtained from the Peloponnesian guard- 
ships at Milétus. A Spartan named Leon, who had 

' Thucyd. viii. 55, 56. 
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come out in the vessel of Antisthenés as one of 
the Epibatz or Marines, conducted this reinforcing 
squadron of 12 triremes (chiefly Thurian and Syra- 
cusan) succeeding Pedaritus in the general com- 
mand of the island’. 

It was while Chios seemed thus likely to be re- 
covered by Athens—and while the superior Pelo- 
ponnesian fleet was paralysed at Rhodes by Per- 
sian intrigues and bribes—that Peisander arrived 
in Ionia to open his negotiations with Alkibiadés 
and Tissaphernés. He was enabled to announce 
that the subversion of the democracy at Athens 
was already begun and would soon be consum- 
mated: and he now required the price which had 
been promised in exchange—Persian alliance and 
aid to Athens against the Peloponnesians. But 
Alkibiadés knew well that he had promised what 
he had not the least chance of being able to per- 


' Thucyd. vill. 61. ἔτυχον δὲ ἔτι ἐν Ῥόδῳ ὄντος ᾿Αστυόχου ἐκ τῆς 
Μιλήτου Λέοντά τε ἄνδρα Σπαρτιάτην, ὃς ᾿Αντισθένει ἐπιβάτης ξυν- 
έπλει, τοῦτον κεκομισμένοι μετὰ τὸν Πεδαρίτον θάνατον ἄρχοντα, &c. 

I do not see why the word ἐπιβάτης should not be construed here, 
as elsewhere, in its ordinary sense of miles classiarius. The commen- 
tators (see the notes of Dr. Arnold, Poppo, and Goller) start difficulties 
which seem to me of little importance; and they imagine divers new 
meanings, for none of which any authority is produced. We ought 
not to wonder that a common miles classiarius or marine (being a 
Spartan citizen) should be appointed commander at Chios, when (a 
few chapters afterwards) we find Thrasybulus at Samos promoted, from 
being a common hoplite in the ranks, to be one of the Athenian gene- 
rals (viii. 73). 

The like remark may be made on the passage cited from Xenophon 
(Hellenic. i. 3,17), about Hegesandridas—emeSadrns Sv Μινδάρου, where 
also the commentators reject the common meaning (see Schneider’s 
note in the Addenda to his edition of 1791, p. 97). The participle ὧν 
in that passage must be considered as an inaccurate substitute for 
γεγενημένος, since Mindarus was dead at the time. Hegesandridas had 
been among the epibate of Mindarus, and was now in command of a 
squadron on the coast of Thrace. 
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form. The satrap had appeared to follow his ad- 
vice—or had rather followed his own inclination, 
employing Alkibiadés as an instrument and auxi- 
liary—in the endeavour to wear out both parties, 
and to keep them nearly on an equality until each 
should ruin the other. But he was no way dis- 
posed to identify himself with the cause of Athens, 
and to break decidedly with the Peloponnesians— 
especially at a moment when their fleet was both 
the greater of the two, and in occupation of an is- 
land close to his own satrapy. Accordingly Alki- 
biadés, when summoned by the Athenian envoys to 
perform his engagement, found himself in a dilem- 
ma from which he.could only escape by one of his 
characteristic manceuvres. 

Receiving the envoys himself in conjunction with 
Tissaphernés, and speaking on behalf of the latter, 
he pushed his demands to an extent which he knew 
that the Athenians would never concede—in order 
that the rupture might seem to be on their side, and 
not on his. First, he required the whole of Ionia 
to be conceded to the Great King; next, all the 
neighbouring islands, with some other items be- 
sides!. Large as these requisitions were, compre- 
hending the cession of Lesbos and Samos as well as 
Chios, and replacing the Persian monarchy in the 
condition in which it had stood in 496 s.c. before 
the Ionic revolt— Peisander and his colleagues 
granted them all: so that Alkibiadés was on the 
point of seeing his deception exposed and frus- 


1 Thucyd. viii. 56. ᾿Ιωνίαν re yap πᾶσαν ἠξίουν δίδοσθαι, καὶ αὖθις 
νήσους τε ἐπικειμένας καὶ ἄλλα, ols οὐκ ἐναντιουμένων τῶν ᾿Αθηναίων, Ecc. 

What this οὐ cetera comprehended, we cannot divine. The demand 
was certainly ample enough without it. 
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trated. At last he bethought himself of a fresh 
demand, which touched Athenian pride as well as 
Athenian safety, in the tenderest place. He re- 
quired that the Persian king should be held free to 
build ships of war in unlimited number, and to keep 
them sailing along the coast as he might think fit, 
through all these new portions of territory. - After 
the immense concessions already made, the envoys 
not only rejected this fresh demand at once, but 
resented it as an insult which exposed the real drift 
and purpose of Alkibiadés. Not merely did it can- 
cel the boasted treaty (called the peace of Kallias) 
concluded about forty years before between Athens 
and Persia, and limiting the Persian ships of war to 
the sea eastward of Phasélis—but it extinguished 
the maritime empire of Athens, and compromised 
the security of all the coasts and islands of the 
A&gean. To see Lesbos, Chios, and Samos, &c. in 
possession of Persia, was sufficiently painful ; but 
if there came to be powerful Persian fleets on these 
islands, it would be the certain precursor and means 
of farther conquests to the westward, and would re- 
vive the aggressive dispositions of the Great King 
as they had stood at the beginning of the reign of 
Xerxes. Peisander and his comrades, abruptly 
breaking off the debate, returned to Samos ;—in- 
dignant at the discovery, which they pow made 
for the first time, that Alkibiadés had juggled them 
from the outset, and was imposing conditions which 
he knew to be inadmissible'. They still appear how- 


1 Thucyd. viii. 56. ναῦς ἠξίου ἐᾷν βασιλέα ποιεῖσθαι, καὶ παραπλεῖν 
τὴν ἑαυτοῦ γῆν, ὅπη ἂν καὶ ὅσαις ἂν βούληται. 
In my judgment ἑαυτοῦ is decidedly the proper reading here, not 
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ever to have thought that Alkibiadés acted thus, 
not because he could not, but because he would not, 
bring about the alliance under discussion'. They 
suspected him of playing false with the oligarchical 
movement which he had himself instigated, and of 
projecting the accomplishment of his own restora- 
tion, coupled with the alliance of Tissaphernés, into 
the bosom of the democracy which he had begun 
by denouncing. Such was the light in which they 
presented his conduct—venting their disappoint- 
ment in invectives against his duplicity, and in 
asseverations that he was after all unsuitable for 
a place in oligarchical society. Such declarations, 
circulated at Samos, to account for their unex- 
pected failure in realising the hopes which they had 
raised, created among the armament an impression 
that Alkibiadés was really favourable to the demo- 
cracy—at the same time leaving unabated the pre- 
stige of his unbounded ascendency over Tissapher- 
nés and the Great King. We shall presently see 
the effects resulting from this belief. 

Immediately after the rupture of the negotiations, 
however, the satrap took a step well-calculated to 


ἑαυτῶν. I agree in this respect with Dr. Arnold, Bekker, and 
Goller. 

In a former volume of this History, I have shown reasons for believing 
(in opposition to Mitford, Dahlmann, and others) that the treaty called 
by the name of Kallias, and sometimes miscalled by the name of 
Kimon—was a real fact and not a boastful fiction: sce vol. v. ch. xlv. 
p- 457. 

The note of Dr. Amold, though generally just, gives an inadequate 
representation of the strong reasons of Athens for rejecting and resent- 
ing this third demand. 

1 Thucyd. viii. 63. Kat ἐν σφίσιν αὐτοῖς ‘dua οἱ ἐν τῇ Σάμῳ τῶν ᾿Αθη- 
ναίων κοινολογούμενοι ἐσκέψαντο, ᾿Αλκιβιάδην μὲν, ἐπειδήπερ οὐ βού- 
λεται, ἐᾷν (καὶ γὰρ οὐκ ἐπιτήδειον αὐτὸν εἶναι ἐς ὀλιγαρχίαν ἐλθεῖν), &e. 
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destroy the hopes of the Athenians altogether, so 
far as Persian aid was concerned. Though persist- 
ing in his policy of lending no decisive assistance 
to either party and of merely prolonging the war so 
as to enfeeble both—he yet began to fear that he was 
pushing matters too far against the Peloponnesians, 
who had now been two months inactive at Rhodes, 
with their large fleet hauled ashore. He had no 
treaty with them actually in force, since Lichas had 
disallowed the two previous conventions; nor had 
he furnished them with pay or maintenance. His 
bribes to the officers had hitherto kept the ar- 
mament quiet; yet we do not distinctly see how so 
large a body of men found subsistence’. He was now 
however apprised that they could find subsistence 
no longer, and that they would probably desert, or 
commit depredations on the coast of his satrapy, 
or perhaps be driven to hasten on a general action 
with the Athenians, under desperate circumstances. 
Under such apprehensions he felt compelled to put 
himself again in communication with them, to fur- 
nish them with pay, and to conclude with them a 
third convention—the proposition of which he had 
refused to entertain at Knidus. He therefore went 
to Kaunus, invited the Peloponnesian leaders to 
Milétus, and concluded with them near that town a 
treaty to the following effect:— τ 

“Τὴ this 13th year of the reign of Darius, and 
in the ephorship of Alexippidas at Lacedzemon, a 

1 Thucyd. viii. 44-57. In two parallel cases, one in Chios, the other 
m Korkyra, the seamen of an unpaid armament found subsistence by 
hiring themselves out for agricultural labour. But this was only during 


the summer (see Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 1; vi. 2, 37), while the stay of 
the Peloponnesians at Rhodes was from January to March. 
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convention is hereby concluded by the Lacedx- 
monians and their allies, with Tissaphernés and 
Hieramenés and the sons of Pharnakés, respecting 
the affairs of the king and of the Lacedzemonians 
and their allies. The territory of the king, as much 
of it as is in Asia, shall belong to the king. Let 
the king determine as he chooses respecting his 
own territory. The Lacedzemonians and their allies 
shall not approach the king’s territory with any 
mischievous purpose—nor shall the king approach 
that of the Lacedzemonians and their allies with 
any like purpose. If any one among the Lacede- 
monians or their allies shall approach the king’s 
territory with mischievous purpose, the Lacedze- 
monians and their allies shall hinder him: if any 
one from the king’s territory shall approach the 
Lacedzmonians or their allies with mischievous 
purpose, the king shall hinder him. Tissaphernés 
shall provide pay and maintenance, for the fleet 
now present, at the rate already stipulated, until 
the king’s fleet shall arrive; after that, it shall be 
at the option of the Lacedzemonians to maintain 
their own fleet, if they think fit—or if they prefer, 
Tissaphernés shall furnish maintenance, and at the 
close of the war the Lacedzmonians shall repay to 
him what they have received. After the king’s fleet 
shall have arrived, the two fleets shall carry on war 
conjointly, in such manner as shall seem good to’ 
Tissaphernés and the Lacedwmonians and their al- 
lies. If they choose to close the war with the Athe- . 
nians, they shall close it only by joint consent'.” 
In comparing this third convention with the two 
1 Thueyd. viii. 58. 
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preceding, we find that nothing is now stipulated Third con. 
as to any territory except the continent of Asia; compared 
which is ensured unreservedly to the king, of course (ay ine 
with all the Greek residents planted upon it. But ceding. 
by a diplomatic finesse, the terms of the treaty im- 
ply that this is not all the territory which the king 
is entitled to claim—though nothing is covenanted 
as to any remainder’. Next, this third treaty in- 
cludes Pharnabazus (the son of Pharnakés) with 
his satrapy of Daskylium—and Hieramenés, with 
his district, the extent and position of which we do 
not know; while in the former treaties no other 
satrap except Tissaphernés had been concerned. 
We must recollect that the Peloponnesian fleet in- 
cluded those 27 triremes, which had been brought 
across by Kalligeitus expressly for the aid of Phar- 
nabazus ; and therefore that the latter now natu- 
rally became a party to the general operations. 
Thirdly, we here find, for the first time, formal an- 
nouncement of a Persian fleet about to be brought 
up as auxiliary to the Peloponnesians. This was 
a promise which the satrap now set forth more 
plainly than before—to amuse them, and to abate 
the mistrust which they had begun to conceive of 
his sincerity. It served the temporary purpose of 
restraining them from any immediate act of despair 
hostile to his interests, which was all that he looked 
for. While he renewed his payments, therefore, for 
the moment, he affected to busy himself in orders 
and preparations for the fleet from Phenicia®. 

' Thucyd. viii. 58. χώραν τὴν βασιλέως, ὅση τῆς ᾿Ασίας ἐστὶ, Ba- 
σιλέως εἶναι καὶ περὶ τῆς χώρας τῆς ἑαυτοῦ βουλευνέτω ϑιισιλεὺς ὅπως 
βούλεται. 

3 Thucyd. viii. 59. 
VOL, VIII. D 
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Loss of The Peloponnesian fleet was now ordered to move 

Athena. from Rhodes. Before it quitted that island, however, 
envoys came thither from Eretria and from Ordpus ; 
which latter place (a dependency on the north- 
eastern frontier of Attica), though protected by an 
Athenian garrison, had recently been surprised and 
captured by the Beeotians. The loss of Orépus much 
increased the facilities for the revolt of Eubcea; 
and these envoys came to entreat aid from the Pe- 
loponnesian fleet, to second that island in that 
design. The Peloponnesian commanders, however, . 
felt themselves under prior obligation to relieve the 
sufferers at Chios, towards which island they first 
bent their course. But they had scarcely passed 
the Triopian cape, when they saw the Athenian 
squadron from Chalké dogging their motions. 
Though there was no wish on either side tor a ge- 
neral battle, yet they saw evidently that the Athe- 
nians would not permit them to pass by Samos, 
and get to the relief of Chios, without one. Re- 
nouncing therefore the project of relieving Chios, 
they again concentrated their force at Milétus; 
while the Athenian fleet was also again united at 
Samos’. It was about the end of March 411 B.c., 
that the two fleets were thus replaced in the sta- 
tions which they had occupied four months pre- 
viously. 

Peisander After the breach with Alkibiadés, and still more 

tenguer per. after this manifest reconciliation of Tissaphernés 

slgerchic , With the Peloponnesians, Peisander and the oligar- 


conspiracy, Chical conspirators at Samos had to reconsider their 
withou 


Alkibiadés. plan of action. They would not have begun the 
1 Thucyd. viii. 60. 
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movement at first, had they not been instigated by 
Alkibiadés, and furnished by him with the trea- 
cherous delusion of Persian alliance to cheat and 
paralyse the people. They had indeed motives 
enough, from their own personal ambition, to ori- 
ginate it of themselves, apart from Alkibiadés ; but 
without the hopes—equally useful for their pur- 
pose whether false or true—connected with his 
name, they would have had no chance of achieving 
the first step. Now, however, that first step had 
been achieved, before the delusive expectation of 
Persian gold was dissipated. The Athenian people 
had been familiarised with the idea of a subversion 
of their constitution, in consideration of a certain 
price: it remained to extort from them at the point 
of the sword, witbout paying the price, what they 
had thus consented to sell’. Moreover the leaders 
of the scheme felt themselves already compromised, | 
so that they could not recede with safety. They 
had set in motion their partisans at Athens, where 
the system of murderous intimidation (though the 
news had not as yet reached Samos) was already in 
full swing: so that they felt constrained to per- 
severe, as the only chance of preservation to them- 
selves. At the same time, all that faint pretence 
of public benefit, in the shape of Persian alliance, 
which had been originally attached to it and which 
might have been conceived to enlist in the scheme 
some timid patriots— was now entirely withdrawn ; 


1 See Aristotel. Politic. v. 3, 8. He cites this revolution as an in- 
stance of one begun by deceit, and afterwards consummated by force— 
οἷον ἐπὶ τῶν τετρακοσίων τὸν δῆμον ἐξηπάτησαν, φάσκοντες τὸν βασιλέα 
χρήματα παρέξειν πρὸς τὸν πόλεμον τὸν πρὸς Λακεδαιμονίους" ψευσάμενοι 
δὲ, κατέχειν ἐπειρῶντο τὴν πολίτειαν. 
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and nothing remained except a naked, selfish, and 
unscrupulous scheme of ambition, not only ruining 
the freedom of Athens at home, but crippling and 
imperiling her before the foreign enemy at a mo- 
ment when her entire strength was scarcely ade- 
quate to the contest. The conspirators resolved to 
persevere, at all hazards, both in breaking down 
the constitution and in carrying on the foreign war. 
Most of them being rich men, they were content 
(Thucydidés observes) to defray the cost out of 
their own purses, now that they were contending, 
not for their country, but for their own power and 
profit?. 

They lost no time in proceeding to execution, im- 
mediately after returning to Samos from the abortive 
conference with Alkibiadés. While they despatched 
Peisander with five of the envoys back to Athens, to 
consummate what was already in progress there— 
and the remaining five to oligarchise the dependent 
allies—they organised all their partisan force in the 
armament, and began to take measures for putting 
down the democracy in Samos itself. That demo- 
cracy had been the product of a forcible revolution, 
effected about ten months before, by the aid of 
three Athenian triremes. It had since preserved 
Samos from revolting, like Chios: it was now the 
means of preserving the democracy at Athens itself. 
The partisans of Peisander, finding it an invincible 
obstacle to their views, contrived to gain over a 


} Thucyd. vill. 63. Αὐτοὺς δὲ ἐπὶ σφῶν αὐτῶν, ὡς ἤδη καὶ κινδυ- 
νεύοντας, ὁρᾷν ὅτῳ τρόπῳ μὴ ἀνεθήσεται τὰ πράγματα, καὶ τὰ τοῦ 
πολέμου ἅμα ἀντέχειν, καὶ ἐσφέρειν αὐτοὺς προθύμως χρήματα καὶ ἣν τι 
ἄλλο δέῃ, ὡς οὐκέτι ἄλλοις ἣ σφίσιν αὐτοῖς ταλαιπωροῦντας. 
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party of the leading Samians now in authority 
under it. Three hundred of these latter, a portion 
of those who ten months before had risen in arms 
to put down the pre-existing oligarchy, now en- 
listed as conspirators along with the Athenian oli- 
garchs, to put down the Samian democracy, and get 
possession of the government for themselves. The 
new alliance was attested and cemented, according 
to genuine oligarchical practice, by a murder with- 
out judicial trial, or an assassination—for which a 
suitable victim was at hand. The Athenian Hy- 
perbolus, who had been ostracised some years be- 
fore by the coalition of Nikias and Alkibiadés, to- 
gether .with their respective partisans—ostracised 
(as Thucydidés tells us) not from any fear of his 
power and over-ascendent influence, but from his 
low character and from his being a disgrace to the 
city—and thus ostracised by an abuse of the in- 
stitution—was now resident at Samos. As he was 
not a Samian, and had moreover been in banish- 
ment during the last five or six years, he could 
have bad no power either in the island or the arma- 
ment, and therefore his death served no prospective 
purpose. But he represented the demagogic and 
accusatory eloquence of the democracy, the check 
upon official delinquency ; so that he served as a 
common object of antipathy to Athenian and Sa- 
mian oligarchs. Some of the Athenian partisans, 
headed by Charminus, one of the generals, in concert 
with the Samian conspirators, seized Hyperbolus 
and put him to death—seemingly with some other 
victims at the same time’. 

' Thucyd. viii. 73. Kai Ὑπέρβολόν τέ τινα. τῶν ᾿Αθηναίων, μοχθηρὸν 
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But though these joint assassinations served as 
a pledge to each section of the conspirators for the 
fidelity of the other in respect to farther operations, 
they at the same time gave warning to opponents. 
Those leading men at Samos who remained attached 
to the democracy, looking abroad for defence against 
the coming attack, made earnest appeal to Leon 
and Diomedon, the two generals most recently ar- 
rived from Athens in substitution for Phrynichus 
and Skironidés—men sincerely devoted to the de- 
mocracy, and adverse to all oligarchical change— 
as well as to the trierarch Thrasyllus, to Thrasy- 
bulus (son of Lykus) then serving as an hoplite, 
and to many others of the pronounced democrats 
and patriots in the Athenian armament. They 
made appeal not simply in behalf of their own 
personal safety and of their own democracy, now 
threatened by conspirators of whom a portion were 
Athenians—but also on grounds of public interest 
to Athens; since, if Samos became oligarchised, 
its sympathy with the Athenian democracy and its 
fidelity to the alliance would be at an end. At this 
moment the most recent events which had occurred 
at Athens (presently to be told) were not known, 
ἄνθρωπον, ὡστρακισμένον οὐ διὰ δυνάμεως καὶ ἀξιώματος φόβον ἀλλὰ διὰ 
πονηρίαν καὶ αἰσχύνην τῆς πόλεως, ἀποκτείνουσι μετὰ Χαρμίνου τε ἑνὸς 
τῶν στρατηγῶν καί τινων τῶν παρὰ σφίσιν ᾿Αθηναίων, πίστιν δίδοντες 
αὐτοῖς, καὶ ἄλλα per αὐτῶν τοιαῦτα ξυνέπραξαν, τοῖς τε πλείοσιν 
ὥρμηντο ἐπιτίθεσθαι. 

I presume that the words, ἄλλα τοιαῦτα ξυνέπραξαν, must mean that 
other persons were assassinated along with Hyperbolus. 

The incorrect manner in which Mr. Mitford recounts these proceed- 
ings at Samos has been properly commented on by Dr. Thirlwall (Hist. 
Gr. ch. xxviu. vol. iv. p. 30). It is the more surprising, since the phrase 


μετὰ Χαρμινοῦ, which Mr. Mitford has misunderstood, is explained in a 
special note of Duker. 
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and the democracy was considered as still subsisting 
there!. 

To stand by the assailed democracy of Samos, 
and to preserve the island itself, now the mainstay 
of the shattered Athenian empire, were motives 
more than sufficient to awaken the Athenian leaders 
thus solicited. Commencing a personal canvass 
among the soldiers and seamen, and invoking their 
interference to avert the overthrow of the Samian 
democracy, they found the general sentiment de- 
cidedly in their favour—but most of all, among the 
Parali, or crew of the consecrated public trireme 
called the Paralus. These men were the picked 
seamen of the state,— each of them not merely a free- 
man, but a full Athenian citizen—receiving higher 
pay than the ordinary seamen, and known as devoted 
to the democratical constitution, with an active re- 
pugnance to oligarcby itself as well as to every thing 
which scented of it*. The vigilance of Leon and 
Diomedon on the ‘defensive side counteracted the 
machinations of their colleague Charminus, along 
with the conspirators—and provided, for the Samian 
democracy, faithful auxiliaries constantly ready for 
action. Presently the conspirators made a violent 
attack to overthrow the government ; but though 
they chose their own moment and opportunity, they 


1 Thucyd. viii. 73, 74. οὐκ ἠξίουν περιϊδεῖν αὐτοὺς σφᾶς re διαφθα- 
pevras, καὶ Σάμον ᾿Αθηναίοις ἀλλοτριωθεῖσαν, &c. 

...0U γὰρ ἤδεσάν πω τοὺς τετρακοσίους ἄρχοντας, &c. 

3 Thucyd. viii. 73. καὶ οὐχ ἥκιστα τοὺς Παράλους, ἄνδρας ᾿Αθηναίους 
τε καὶ ἔλευθέρους πάντας ἐν τῇ νηὶ πλέοντας, καὶ ἀεὶ δήποτε ὀλιγαρ- 
χίᾳ καὶ μὴ παρούσῃ ἐπικειμένους. 

Peitholaus called the Paralus ῥόπαλον τοῦ dnuov—“ the club, staff, or 
mace of the people.” (Aristotel. Rhetoric. in. 3.) 


The Paralus 
is sent to 
Athens 
with the 
news. 
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still found themselves thoroughly worsted in the 
struggle, especially through the energetic aid of the 
Parali. Thirty of their number were slain in the 
contest, and three of the most guilty afterwards 
condemned to banishment. The victorious party 
took no farther revenge, even upof the remainder 
of the three hundred conspirators—granted a ge- 
neral amnesty—and did their best to re-establish 
constitutional and harmonious working of the de- 
mocracy . 

Chereas, an Athenian trierarch, who had been 
forward in the contest, was sent in the Paralus 
itself to Athens, to make communication of what 
had occurred. But this democratical crew, on 
reaching their native city, instead of being received 
with that welcome which they doubtless expected, 
found a state of things not less odious than sur- 
prising. The democracy of Athens had been sub- 
verted: instead of the Senate of Five Hundred, and 
the assembled people, an oligarchy of Four Hun- 
dred self-installed persons were enthroned with 
sovereign authority in the Senate House. The first 
order of the Four Hundred, on hearing that the 
Paralus had entered Peirzus, was to imprison two 
or three of the crew, and to remove all the rest 
from their own privileged trireme aboard a com- 
mon trireme, with orders to depart forthwith and 
to cruise near Euboea. The commander Chereas 
found means to escape, and returned back to Sa- 
mos to tell the unwelcome news’. 


1 Thucyd. viii. 73. Kal τριάκοντα μέν τινας ἀπέκτειναν τῶν τριακοσίων, 
τρεῖς δὲ τοὺς αἰτιωτάτους φυγῇ ἐζημίωσαν' τοῖς δ᾽ ἄλλοις οὐ μνησικα- 
κοῦντες δημοκρατούμενοι τὸ λοιπὸν ξυνεπολίτενον. 


3 Thucyd. viii. 74. 
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The steps, whereby this oligarchy of Four Hun- 
dred had been gradually raised up to their new 
power, must be taken up from the time when Pei- 
sander quitted Athens,—after having obtained the 
vote of the public assembly authorising him to 
treat with Alkibiadés and Tissaphernés,—and after 
having set on foot a joint organisation and conspi- 
racy of all the anti-popular clubs, which fell under 
the management especially of Antiphon and Thera- 
menés, afterwards aided by Phrynichus. All the 
members of that Board of Elders called Probili, 
who had been named after the defeat in Sicily— 
with Agnon, father of Theramenés, at their head'— 
together with many other leading citizens, some of 
whom had been counted among the firmest friends 
of the democracy, joined the conspiracy ; while the 
oligarchical and the neutral rich came into it with 
ardour; so that a body of partisans was formed 
both numerous and well provided with money. 
Antiphon did not attempt to bring them together, 
or to make any public demonstration, armed or 
unarmed, for the purpose of overawing the actual 
authorities. He permitted the senate and the 
public assembly to go on meeting and debating as 
usual ; but his partisans, neither the names nor the 
numbers of whom were publicly known, received 
from him instructions both when to speak and what 
language to hold. ‘The great topic upon which 
they descanted, was the costliness of democratical 

1 Thucyd. viii. 1. About the countenance which ali these Probali 
lent to the conspiracy, see Aristotle, Rhetoric. 1. 18, 2. 

Respecting the activity of Agnon, as one of the Probdli, in the same 


cause, see Lysias, Orat. xii. cont. Eratosthen. c. 1]. p. 426 Reisk. 
sect. 66. 
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institutions in the present distressed state of the 
finances—the heavy tax imposed upon the state by 
paying the Senators, the Dikasts, the Ekklesiasts 
or citizens who attended the public assembly, &c. 
The state could now afford to pay only those soldiers 
who fought in its defence, nor ought any one else 
to touch the public money. It was essential (they 
insisted) to exclude from the political franchise all 
except a select body of Five Thousand, composed 
of those who were best able to do service to the 
city by person and by purse. 

The extensive disfranchisement. involved in this 
last proposition was quite sufficiently shocking to 
the ears of an Athenian assembly. But in reality 
the proposition was itself a juggle, never intended 
to become reality, and representing something far 
short of what Antiphon and his partisans intended. 
Their design was to appropriate the powers of 
government to themselves simply, without control 
or partnership—leaving this body of Five Thousand 
not merely unconvened, but non-existent, as a mere 
empty name to impose upon the citizens generally. 
Of this real intention, however, not a word was as 
yet spoken. The projected body of Five Thousand 
was the theme preached upon by all the party 
orators; yet without submitting any substantive 
motion for the change, which could not be yet 
done without illegality. 

Even thus indirectly advocated, the project of 
cutting down the franchise to Five Thousand, and 
of suppressing all the paid civil functions, was a 
change sufficiently violent to call forth abundant 
opponents. For such opponents Antiphon was 
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fully prepared. Of the men who thus stood for- 
ward in opposition, either all, or at least all the 
most prominent, were successively taken off by 
private assassination. The first of them who thus 
perished was Androklés, distinguished as a dema- 
gogue or popular speaker, and marked out to 
vengeance not only by that circumstance, but by 
the farther fact that he had been among the most 
vehement accusers of Alkibiadés before his exile. 
For at this time, the breach of Peisander with Tis- 
saphernés and Alkibiadés had not yet become known 
at Athens, so that the latter was still supposed to 
be on the point of returning home as a member of 
the contemplated oligarchical government. After 
Androklés, many other speakers of similar senti- 
ments perished in the same way, by unknown hands. 
A band of Grecian youths, strangers and got toge- 
ther from different cities', was organised for the 
business: the victims were all chosen on the same 
special ground, and the deed was so skilfully per- 
petrated that neither director nor instrument ever 
became known. After these assassinations—sure, 
special, secret, and systematic, emanating from an 
unknown Directory like a Vehmic tribunal—had 
continued for some time, the terror which they 
inspired became intense and universal. No justice 
could be had, no inquiry could be instituted, even 


2 Thucyd. viii. 69. Οἱ εἴκοσι καὶ ἑκατὸν per’ αὐτῶν (that is, along 
with the Four Hundred) Ἕλληνες νεανίσκοι, οἷς ἐχρῶντο ef τί πον δέοι 
χειρουργεῖν. 

Dr. Arnold explains the words Ἕλληνες νεανίσκοι to mean some of 
the members of the aristocratical clubs or unions, formerly spoken of. 
But I cannot think that Thucydidés would use such an expression to 
designate Athenian citizens: neither is it probable that Athenian citi- 
zens would be employed in repeated acts of such a character. 
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for the death of the nearest and dearest relative. 
At last, no man dared to demand or even to men- 
tion inquiry, looking upon himself as fortunate 
that he had escaped the same fate in his own person. 
So finished an organisation, and such well-aimed 
blows, raised a general belief that the conspirators 
were much more numerous than they were in re- 
ality. And as it turned out that there were persons 
among them who had before been accounted hearty 
democrats’, so at last dismay and mistrust became 
universally prevalent. Nor did any one dare even 
to express indignation at the murders going on, 
much less to talk about redress or revenge, for fear 
that he might be communicating with one of the 
unknown conspirators. In the midst of this ter- 
rorism, al] opposition ceased in the senate and public 


' Even Peisander himself had professed the strongest attachment to 
the democracy, coupled with exaggerated violence against parties sus- 
pected of oligarchical plots—four years before, in the investigations 
which followed on the mutilation of the Herme at Athens (Andokidés 
de Myster. c. 9, 10. sect. 36-43). 

It is a fact that Peisander was one of the prominent movers on both 
these two occasions, four years apart. And if we could believe Iso- 
kratés (de Bigis, sect. 4-7. p. 347), the second of the two occasions 
was merely the continuance and consummation of a plot which had 
been projected and begun on the first, and in which the conspirators 
had endeavoured to enlist Alkibiadés. The latter refused (so his son, 
the speaker in the above-mentioned oration, contends) in consequence 
of his attachment to the democracy ; upon which the oligarchical con- 
spirators, incensed at his refusal, got up the charge of irreligion against 
him and procured his banishment. 

Though Droysen and Wattenbacb (De Quadringentorum Athenis 
Factione, p. 7, 8, Berlin 1842) place confidence, to a considerable ex- 
tent, in this manner of putting the facts—I consider it to be nothing 
better than complete perversion ; irreconcileable with Thucydidés, con- 
founding together facts unconnected in themselves as well as separated 
by a long interval of time, and introducing unreal causes—for the pur- 
pose of making out (what was certainly not true) that Alkibiadés was a 
faithful friend of the democracy, and even a sufferer in its behalf. «+ 
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assembly, so that the speakers of the conspiring 
oligarchy appeared to carry an unanimous assent. 

Such was the condition to which things had been 
brought in Athens, by Antiphon and the oligarchical 
conspirators acting under his direction, at the time 
when Peisander and the five envoys arrived thither 
returning from Samos. It is probable that they 
had previously transmitted home from Samos news 
of the rupture with Alkibiadés, and of the necessity 
of prosecuting the conspiracy without farther view 
either to him or to the Persian alliance. Such 
news would probably be acceptable both to Antiphon 
and Phrynichus, both of them personal enemies of 
Alkibiadés ; especially Phrynichus, who had pro- 
nounced him to be incapable of fraternising with 
an oligarchical revolution*. At any rate, the plans 
of Antiphon had been independent of all view to 
Persian aid, and had been directed to carry the 
revolution by means of naked, exorbitant, and well- 
directed fear, without any intermixture of hope or 
any prospect of public benefit. Peisander found 
the reign of terror fully matured. He had not come 
direct from Samos to Athens, but had halted in 
his voyage at various allied dependencies—while the 
other five envoys, as well as a partisan named 
Diotrephés, had been sent to Thasos and elsewhere; 
all for the same purpose, of putting down demo- 
cracies in those allied cities where they existed, 
and establishing oligarchies in their room. Pei- 
sander made this change atTénos, Andros, Karystus, 


' Thucyd. viii. 66. 

3 Thucyd. viii. 68. νομίζων οὐκ dy ποτε αὐτὸν (Alkibiadés) κατὰ τὸ 
εἰκὸς ὑπ᾽ ὀλιγαρχίας κατελθεῖν, &c. 

8 Thucyd. viii. 64. 
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égina, and elsewhere ; collecting from these several 
places a regiment of 300 hoplites, which he brought 
with him to Athens as a sort of body-guard to his 
new oligarchy’. He could not know, until he 
reached Peirzus, the full success of the terrorism 
organised by Antiphon and the rest ; so that he pro- 
bably came prepared to surmount a greater resist- 
ance than he actually found. 4s the facts stood, so 
completely had the public opinion and spirit been 
subdued, that he was enabled to put the finishing 
stroke at once, and his arrival was the signal for 
consummating the revolution—first, by an extorted 
suspension of the tutelary constitutional sanction— 
next, by the more direct employment of armed force. 

First, he convoked a public assembly, in which 
he proposed a decree, naming ten commissioners 
with full powers, to prepare propositions for such 
political reform as they should think advisable— 
and to be ready by a given day*. According to 

1 Thucyd. viii. 65. Οἱ δὲ ἀμφὶ τὸν Πείσανδρον παραπλέοντές re, 
ὥσπερ ἐδέδοκτο, τοὺς δήμους ἐν ταῖς πόλεσι κατέλνον, καὶ ἅμα 


ἔστιν ἀφ᾽ ὧν χωρίων καὶ ὁπλίτας ἔχοντες σφίσιν αὐτοῖς ξυμμάχους 
ἦλθον ἐς τὰς ᾿Αθήνας. Καὶ καταλαμβάνουσι τὰ πλεῖστα τοῖς ἑταίροις 
προειργασμένα. 

We may gather from c. 69 that the places which I have named in the 
text were among those visited by Peisander : all of them lay very much 
in his way from Samos to Athens. 

2 Thucyd. viii. 67. Καὶ πρῶτον μὲν τὸν δῆμον ξυλλέξαντες εἶπον 
γνώμην, δέκα ἄνδρας ἑλέσθαι ξυγγραφέας αὐτοκράτορας, τούτους 
δὲ ξυγγράψαντας γνώμην ἐσενεγκεῖν ἐς τὸν δῆμον ἐς ἡμέραν ῥητὴν, καθ᾽ 
ὅτι ἄριστα ἡ πόλις οἰκήσεται. 

In spite of certain passages found in Suidas and Harpokration (see 
K. F. Hermann, Lehrbuch der Griechischen Staats Alterthiimer, sect. 
167, note 12: compare also Wattenbach, De Quadringentor. Factione, 
p- 38), I cannot think that there was any connection between these ten 
ξυγγραφεῖς, and the Board of πρόβουλοι mentioned as having been before 
named (Thucyd. viii. 1). Nor has the passage in Lysias, to which Her- 
mann makes allusion, anything to do with these ξυγγραφεῖς. The 
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the usual practice, this decree must previously have 
been approved in the Senate of Five Hundred, be- 
fore it was submitted to the people. Such was 
doubtless the case in the present instance, and the 
decree passed without any opposition. On the day 
fixed, a fresh assembly met, which Peisander and 
his partisans caused to be held, not in the usual 
place (called the Pnyx) within the city walls, but 
at a place called Kolénus, ten stadia (rather more 
than a mile) without the walls', north of the city. 
Kolénus was a temple of Poseidon, within the pre- 
cinct of which the assembly was enclosed for the 
occasion. Such an assembly was not likely to be 
numerous, wherever held?, since there could be little 
motive to attend when freedom of debate was ex- 


mention of Thirty persons, by Androtion and Philochorus, seems to 
imply that either they, or Harpokration, confounded the proceedings 
ushering in this oligarchy of Four Hundred, with those before the sub- 
sequent oligarchy of Thirty. The σύνεδροι or συγγραφεῖς mentioned 
by Isokratés (Areopagit. Or. vii. sect. 67) might refer either to the case 
of the Four Hundred or to that of the Thirty. 

1 Thucyd. viii. 67. "Ἔπειτα, ἐπειδὴ ἡ ἡμέρα ἐφῆκε, ξυνέκλῃσαν τὴν 
ἐκκλησίαν ἐς τὸν Κόλωνον (ἐστὶ δ᾽ ἱερὸν Ποσειδῶνος ἔξω πόλεως, ἀπέχον 
σταδίους μάλιστα δέκα), &c. 

The very remarkable word ξυνέκλῃσαν, here used respecting the as- 
sembly, appears to me to refer (not, as Dr. Arnold supposes in his note, 
to any existing practice observed even in the usual assemblies which 
met in the Pnyx, but rather) to a departure from the usual practice, 
and the employment of a stratagem in reference to this particular 
meeting. 

Kolénus was one of the Attic Demes: indeed there seems reason to 
imagine that two distinct Demes bore this same name (see Boeckh, in 
the Commentary appended to his translation of the Antigoné of Sopho- 
klés, p. 190, 191; and Ross, Die Demen von Attika, pp. 10,11). It 
is in the grove of the Eumenidés, hard by this temple of Poseidon, that 
Sophoklés has laid the scene of his immortal drama, the Cédipus Ko- 
loneus. | 

2 Compare the statement in Lysias (Orat. xii. cont. Eratosth. s. 76, 
p- 127) respecting the small numbers who attended and voted at the 
assembly by which the subsequent oligarchy of Thirty was named. 
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tinguished ; but the oligarchical conspirators now 
transferred it without the walls ; selecting a narrow 
area for the meeting, in order that they might lessen 
still farther the chance of numerous attendance— 
an assembly which they fully designed should be 
the Jast in the history of Athens. They were thus . 
also more out of the reach of an armed movement in 
the city, as well as enabled to post their own armed 
partisans around, under colour of protecting the 
meeting against disturbance by the Lacedzemonians 
from Dekeleia. 

The proposition of the newly-appointed com- 
missioners (probably Peisander, Antiphon, and 
other partisans themselves) was exceedingly short 
and simple. They merely moved the abolition of 
the celebrated Graphé Paranomén; that is, they 
proposed that every Athenian citizen should have 
full liberty of making any anti-constitutional pro- 
position that he chose—and that every other citizen 
should be interdicted, under heavy penalties, from 
prosecuting him by Graphé Paranomén (indictment 
on the score of informality, illegality, or unconsti- 
tutionality), or from doing him any other mischief. 
This proposition was adopted without a single dis- 
sentient. It was thought more formal by the direct- 
ing chiefs to sever this proposition pointedly from 
the rest, and to put it, singly and apart, into the 
mouth of the special commissioners ; since it was 
the legalizing condition of every other positive 
change which they were about to move afterwards. 
Full liberty being thus granted to make any motion, 
however anti-constitutional, and to dispense with 
all the established formalities, such as preliminary 
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authorisation by the senate—Peisander now came 
forward with his substantive propositions to the 
following effect :— 

1, All the existing democratical magistracies were New go- 
suppressed at once, and made to cease for the ὑεοροιοὰ 
future. 2. No civil functions whatever were here- PY Ee 
after to be salaried. 3. To constitute a new govern. oligarchy of 


. Four Hun- 

ment, a committee of five persons were named dred. 
forthwith, who were to choose a larger body of one 
hundred (that is, one hundred including the five 
choosers themselves). Each individual, out of this 
body of one hundred, was to choose three persons. 
4. A body of Four Hundred was thus constituted, 
who were to take their seat in the Senate-house, 
and to carry on the government with unlimited 
powers, according to their own discretion. 5. They 
were to convene The Five Thousand, whenever 
they might think fit'. All was passed without a 
dissentient voice. 

The invention and employment of this imaginary fititions 
aggregate of Five Thousand was not the least dex- al appre. 
terous among the combinations of Antiphon. No scaled 
one knew who these Five Thousand were: yet the Thousand. 
resolution, just adopted, purported—not that such 
a number of citizens should be singled out and con- 
stituted, either by choice, or by lot, or in some de- 
terminate manner which should exhibit them to the 
view and knowledge of others—but that the Four 
Hundred should convene The Five Thousand, when- 
ever they thought proper: thus assuming the lat- 


' Thucyd. viii. 68. ᾿Ελθόντας δὲ αὐτοὺς τετρακοσίους ὄντας ἐς τὸ 
βουλευτήριον, ἄρχειν ὅπῃ ἂν ἄριστα γιγνώσκωσιν, αὐτοκράτορας. καὶ 
τοὺς πεντακισχιλίους δὲ ξυλλέγειν, ὅποταν αὐτοῖς δοκῇ. 
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ter to be a list already made up and notorious, at 
Jeast to the Four Hundred themselves. The real 
fact was that the Five Thousand existed nowhere 
except in the talk and proclamations of the con- 
spirators, as a supplement of fictitious auxiliaries. 
They did not even exist as individual names on 
paper, but simply as an imposturous nominal aggre- 
gate. The Four Hundred now installed formed the 
entire and exclusive rulers of the state’. But the 
mere name of the Five Thousand, though it was 
nothing more than a name, served two important 
purposes for Antiphon and his conspiracy. First, 
it admitted of being falsely produced (especially to 
the armament at Samos) as proof of a tolerably 
numerous and popular body of equal, qualified, 
concurrent citizens—all intended to take their turn 
by rotation in exercising the powers of government ; 
thus lightening the odium of extreme usurpation to 
the Four Hundred, and passing them off merely as 
the earliest section of the Five Thousand, put into 
office for a few months, and destined at the end of 
that period to give place to another equal section®. 

1 Thucyd. viii. 66. ἦν δὲ τοῦτο εὐπρεπὲς πρὸς τοὺς πλείους, ἐπεὶ 


ἕξειν γε τὴν πόλιν οἶπερ καὶ μεθιστάναι ἔμελλον. 

Plutarch, Alkibiad. c. 26. 

3 Thucyd. viii. 72. Πέμπουσι δὲ ἐς τὴν Σάμον δέκα dvdpas......de- 
δάξοντας---πεντακισχίλιοι δὲ ὅτι εἶεν, καὶ οὐ τετρακόσιοι μόνον, of 
πράσσοντες. 

vill. 86. Οἱ δ᾽ ἀπήγγελλον ὡς οὔτε ἐπὶ διαφθορᾷ τῆς πόλεως ἡ 
μετάστασις γένοιτο, ἀλλ᾽ ἐπὶ σωτηρίᾳ...... τῶν δὲ πεντακισχιλίων 
ὅτε πάντες ἐν τῷ μέρει μεθέξουσιν, &e. 

vill. 89. ἀλλὰ τοὺς πεντακισχιλίους ἔργῳ καὶ μὴ ὀνόματι χρῆναε 
ἀποδεικνύναι, καὶ τὴν πολίτειαν ἰσαιτέραν καθιστάναι. 

viii. 92. (After the four hundred had already been much opposed 
and humbled, and were on the point of being put down)—#p δὲ πρὸς 
τὸν ὄχλον ἡ παράκλησις ὡς χρὴ, ὅστις τοὺς πεντακισχιλίους βούλε- 
ται ἄρχειν ἀντὶ τῶν τετρακοσίων, ἱέναι ἐπὶ τὸ ἔργον. ᾿Επεκρύπτοντο γὰρ 
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Next, it immensely augmented the means of inti- 
midation possessed by the Four Hundred at home, 
by exaggerating the impression of their supposed 
strength. For the citizens generally were made to 
believe that there were five thousand real and living 
partners in the conspiracy ; while the fact that these 
partners were not known and could not be indivi- 
dually identified, rather aggravated the reigning ter- 
ror and mistrust—since every man, suspecting that 
his neighbour might possibly be among them, was 
afraid to communicate his discontent or propose 
means for joint resistance’. In both these two 
ways, the name and assumed existence of the Five 
Thousand lent strength to the real Four Hundred 
conspirators. It masked their usurpation while it 
increased their hold on the respect and fears of the 


citizens. 


As soon as the public assembly at Kolénus had The Pour 


with such seeming unanimity accepted all the pro- stall them- 
ves in 


positions of Peisander, they were dismissed ; and the senate- 
the new regiment of Four Hundred were chosen pelliny the 


and constituted in the form prescribed. It now Sensor by 


only remained to install them in the Senate-house. force. 


ὅμως ἔτι τῶν πεντακισχιλίων τῷ ὀνόματι, μὴ ἄντικρυς δῆμον ὅστις 
βούλεται ἄρχειν ὀνομάζειν--ᾳφᾳοβούμενοι μὴ τῷ ὄντι ὦσι, καὶ πρός 
τινα εἰπών τίς τι δὶ ἄγνοιαν σφαλῇ. Καὶ οἱ τετρακόσιοι διὰ 
τοῦτο οὐκ ἤθελον τοὺς πεντακισχιλίους οὔτε εἶναι, οὔτε μὴ ὅν- 
τας δήλους εἶναι" τὸ μὲν καταστῆσαι μετόχους τοσούτους, ἄντικρυς 
ἂν δῆμον ἡγούμενοι, τὸ 8 αὖ ἀφανὲς φόβον ἐς ἀλλήλους παρ- 
έξειν. 

Vili. 93. λέγοντες τούς τε πεντακισχιλίους ἀποφανεῖν, καὶ ἐκ τού- 
rev ἐν μέρει, 7 ἂν τοῖς πεντακισχιλίοις δοκῇ, τοὺς τετρακοσίους ἔσεσ- 
θαι, τέως δὲ τὴν πόλιν μηδενὶ τρόπῳ διαφθείρειν, &e. 

Compare also c. 97. 

‘ Compare the striking passage (Thucyd. viii. 92) cited in my pre- 
vious note. 

E 2 
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But this could not be done without force, since the 
senators were already within it; having doubtless 
gone thither immediately from the assembly, where 
their presence (at least the presence of the Prytanes, 
or Senators of the presiding tribe) was essential as 
legal presidents. They had to deliberate what they 
would do under the decree just passed, which di- 
vested them of all authority. Nor was it impossi- 
ble that they might organise armed resistance ; for 
which there seemed more than usual facility at the 
present moment, since the occupation of Dekeleia 
by the Lacedzemonians kept Athens in a condition 
like that of a permanent camp, with a large pro- 
portion of the citizens day and night under arms'. 
Against this chance the Four Hundred made pro- 
vision. They selected that hour of the day when 
the greater number of citizens habitually went home 
(probably to their morning meal), leaving the mili- 
tary station, with the arms piled and ready, under 
comparatively thin watch. While the general body 
of hoplites left the station at this hour according to 
the usual practice, the hoplites (Andrian, Tenian 
and others) in the immediate confidence of the Four 
Hundred were directed by private order to hold 
themselves prepared and in arms at a little distance 
off; so that if any symptoms should appear of re- 
sistance being contemplated, they might at once 
interfere and forestall it. Having taken this pre- 
caution, the Four Hundred marched in a body to ᾿ 
the Senate-house, each man with a dagger con- 


1 See the jests of Aristophanés, about the citizens all in armour buy- 
ing their provisions in the market-place and carrying them home—in 
the Lysistrata 560: a comedy represented about December 412 or 
January 411 b.c., three months earlier than the events here narrated. 
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cealed under his garment, and followed by their 
special body-guard of 120 young men from various 
Grecian cities—the instruments of the assassina- 
tions ordered by Antiphon and his colleagues. In 
this array they marched into the Senate-house, 
where the senators were assembled —and com- 
manded them to depart; at the same time tender- 
ing to them their pay for all the remainder of the 
year (seemingly about three months or more down 
to the beginning of Hekatombzon, the month of 
new nominations) during which their functions 
ought to have continued. The senators were no 
way prepared to resist the decree just passed under 
the forms of legality, with an armed body now ar- 
rived to enforce its execution. They obeyed and 
departed, each man as he passed the door receiving 
the salary tendered to him. That they should 
yield obedience to superior force under the circum- 
stances, can excite neither censure nor surprise ; 
but that they should accept from the hands of the 
conspirators this anticipation of an unearned salary, 
was a meanness which almost branded them as ac- 
complices, and dishonoured the expiring hour of 
the last democratical authority. The Four Hundred 
now found themselves triumphantly installed in the 
Senate-house; without the least resistance, either 
within its walls, or even without, by any portion 
of the citizens’. | 

Thus perished, or seemed to perish, the demo- 
cracy of Athens, after an uninterrupted existence 
of nearly one hundred years since the revolution of 
Kleisthenés. So incredible did it appear that the 

: Thucyd. viii. 69, 70, 


Remarks on 
this revolu- 
tion. 
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numerous, intelligent, and constitutional citizens 
of Athens should suffer their liberties to be over- 
thrown by a band of four hundred conspirators, 
while the great mass of them not only loved their 
democracy, but had arms in their hands to defend 
it—that even their enemy and neighbour Agis at 
Dekeleia could hardly imagine the revolution to be 
a fact accomplished. We shall see presently that 
it did not stand—nor would it probably have stood, 
had circumstances even been more favourable—but 
the accomplishment of it at all, is an incident too 
extraordinary to be passed over without some words 
mm explanation. 

We must remark that the tremendous catastrophe 
and loss of blood in Sicily had abated the energy 
of the Athenian character generally—but especially, 
had made them despair of their foreign relations ; 
of the possibility that they could make head against 
enemies, increased in number by revolts among 
their own allies, and farther sustained by Persian 
gold. Upon this sentiment of despair is brought 
to bear the treacherous delusion of Alkibiadés, 
offering them the Persian aid; that is, means of 
defence and success against foreign enemies, at the 
price of their democracy. Reluctantly the people 
are brought, but they are brought, to entertain the 
proposition: and thus the conspirators gain their 
first capital point—of familiarising the people with 
the idea of such a change of constitution. The 
ulterior success of the conspiracy—when all pro- 
spect of Persian gold, or improved foreign position, 
was at an end—is due to the combinations, alike 
nefarious and skilful, of Antiphon, wielding and 


Cuar. LXII.] REMARKS ON THE REVOLUTION. 55 


organising the united strength of the aristocratical 

classes at Athens; strength always exceedingly 
great, but under ordinary circumstances working in 
fractions disunited and even reciprocally hostile to 
each other—restrained by the ascendant democra- 
tical institutions—and reduced to corrupt what it 
could not overthrow. Antiphon, about to employ 
this anti-popular force in one systematic scheme 
and for the accomplishment of a predetermined 
purpose, keeps still within the same ostensible con- 
stitutional limits. He raises no open mutiny: he 
maintains inviolate the cardinal point of Athenian 
political morality—respect to the decision of the 
senate and political assembly, as well as to consti- 
tutional maxims. But he knows well that the value 
of these meetings, as political securities, depends 
upon entire freedom of speech; and that if that 
freedom be suppressed, the assembly itself becomes 
a nullity—or rather an instrument of positive im- 
posture and mischief. Accordingly he causes all 
the popular orators to be successively assassinated, 
so that no man dares to open his mouth on that 
side; while on the other hand, the anti-popular 
speakers are all loud and confident, cheering one 
another on, and seeming to represent all the feeling 
of the persons present. By thus silencing each in- 
dividual leader, and intimidating every opponent 
from standing forward as spokesman, he extorts the 
formal sanction of the assembly and the senate to 
measures which the large majority of the citizens 
detest. That majority however are bound by their 
own constitutional forins—and when the decision 
of these, by whatever means obtained, is against 
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them, they have neither the inclination nor the 
courage to resist. In no part of the world has this 
sentiment of constitutional duty, and submission to 
the vote of a legal majority, been more keenly and 
universally felt, than it was among the citizens of 
democratical Athens'. Antiphon thus finds means to 
employ the constitutional sentiment of Athens as’a 
means of killing the constitution: the mere empty 
form, after its vital and protective efficacy has been 
abstracted, remains simply as a cheat to paralyse 
individual patriotism. 

It was this cheat which rendered the Athenians 
indisposed to stand forward with arms in defence 
of that democracy to which they were attached. 
Accustomed as they were to unlimited pacific con- 
tention within the bounds of their constitution, 
they were in the highest degree averse to anything 
like armed intestine contention. This is the na- 
tural effect of an established free and equal polity— 
to substitute the contests of the tongue for those 
of the sword, and sometimes, even to create so ex- 
treme a disinclination to the latter, that if liberty be 
energetically assailed, the counter-energy necessary 
for its defence may probably be found wanting. 
So difficult is it for the same people to have both 
the qualities requisite for making a free constitution 
work well in ordinary times, together with those 
very different qualities requisite for upholding it 
against exceptional dangers and under trying emer- 
gences. None but an Athenian of extraordinary 


" This striking and deep-seated regard of the Athenians for all the 
forms of an established constitution, makes itself felt even by Mr. Mit- 
ford (Hist. Gr. ch. xix. sect. ν. vol. iv. p. 235). 
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ability like Antiphon would have understood the 
art of thus making the constitutional feeling of his 
countrymen subservient to the success of his conspi- 
racy—and of maintaining the forms of legal dealing 
towards assembled and constitutional bodies, while 
he violated them in secret and successive stabs 
directed against individuals. Political assassina- 
tion had been unknown at Athens (as far as our 
information reaches) since it was employed about 
fifty years before by the oligarchical party against 
Ephialtés, the coadjutor of Periklés!. But this had 
been an individual case, and it was reserved for 
Antiphon and Phrynichus to organise a band of 
assassins working systematically, and taking off a 
series of leading victims one after the other. As 
the Macedonian kings in after-times required the 
surrender of the popular orators in a body, so the 
authors of this conspiracy found the same enemies 
to deal with, and adopted another way of getting 
rid of them ; thus reducing the assembly into a 
tame and lifeless mass, capable of being intimidated 
into giving its collective sanction to measures which 
its large majority detested. 

As Grecian history has been usually written, 
we are instructed to believe that the misfortunes, 
and the corruption, and the degradation of the de- 
mocratical states are brought upon them by the 
class of demagogues, of whom Kleon, Hyperbolus, 
Androklés, &c. stand forth as specimens. These 
men are represented as mischief-makers and revilers, 
accusing without just cause, and converting inno- 


1 See Plutarch, Periklés, c. 10; Diodor. xi. 77; dnd vol. v. of this 
History, chap. xlvi. p. 496. 
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cence into treason. Now the history of this con- 
spiracy of the Four Hundred presents to us the 
other side of the picture. It shows that the poli- 
tical enemies—against whom the Athenian people 
were protected by their democratical institutions, 
and by the demagogues as living organs of those 
institutions—were not fictitious but dangerously 
real. It reveals the continued existence of power- 
ful anti-popular combinations, ready to come to- 
gether for treasonable purposes when the moment 
appeared safe and tempting. It manifests the cha- 
racter and morality of the leaders, to whom the 
direction of the anti-popular force naturally fell. 
It proves that these leaders, men of uncommon 
ability, required nothing more than the extinction 
or silence of the demagogues, to be enabled to sub- 
vert the popular securities and get possession of 
the government. We need no better proof to teach 
us what was the real function and intrinsic necessity 
of these demagogues in the Athenian system— 
taking them as a class, and apart from the manner 
in which individuals among them may have per- 
formed their duty. They formed the vital move- 
ment of all that was tutelary and public-spirited in 
democracy. Aggressive in respect to official de- 
linquents, they were defensive in respect to the 
public and the constitution. If that anti-popular 
force, which Antiphon found ready-made, had not 
been efficient, at a much earlier moment, in stifling 
the democracy—it was because there were dema- 
gogues to cry aloud, as well as assemblies to hear 
and sustain them. If Antiphon’s conspiracy was 
successful, it was because he knew where to aim 
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his blows, so as to strike down the real enemies of 
the oligarchy and the real defenders of the people. 
I here employ the term demagogues because it is 
that commonly used by those who denounce the 
class of men here under review: the proper neu- 
tral phrase, laying aside odious associations, would 
be to call them, popular speakers or opposition 
speakers. But by whatever name they may be 
called, it is impossible rightly to conceive their 
position in Athens, without looking at them in 
contrast and antithesis with those anti-popular 
forces against which they formed the indispensable 
barrier, and which come forth into such manifest 
and melancholy working under the organising hands 
of Antiphon and Phrynichus. 


As soon as the Four Hundred found themselves ! 


formally installed in the Senate-house, they divided 
themselves by lot into separate Prytanies (probably 
ten in number, consisting of forty members each, 
like the former Senate of Five Hundred, in order 
that the distribution of the year to which the people 
were accustomed might not be disturbed), and then 
solemnized their installation by prayer and sacrifice. 
They put to death some political enemies, though 
not many: they farther imprisoned and banished 
others, and made large changes in the administra- 
tion of affairs—carrying everything with a strict- 
ness and rigour unknown under the old constitu- 
tion!. It seems to have been proposed among them 
to pass a vote of restoration to all persons under 
sentence of exile. But this was rejected by the 


’ Thucyd. viii. 70. I imagine that this must be the meaning of the 
words—ra δὲ ἄλλα ἔνεμον κατὰ κράτος τὴν πόλιν.. 
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majority in order that Alkibiadés might not be 
among the number; nor did they think it expe- 
dient, notwithstanding, to pass the law, reserving 
him as a special exception. | 

They farther despatched a messenger to Agis at 
Dekeleia, intimating their wish to treat for peace; 
which (they affirmed) he ought to be ready to grant 
to them, now that ‘‘ the faithless Demos” was put 
down. Agis however, not believing that the Athe- 
nian people would thus submit to be deprived of 
their liberty, anticipated that intestine dissension 
would certainly break out, or at least that some 
portion of the Long Walls would be found un- 
guarded, should a foreign army appear. While 
therefore he declined the overtures for peace, he at 
the same time sent for reinforcements out of Pe- 
loponnesus, and marched with a considerable army, 
in addition to his own garrison, up to the very 
walls of Athens. But he found the ramparts care- 
fully manned: no commotion took place within: 
even a sally was made, in which some advantage 
was gained over him. He therefore speedily re- 
tired, sending back his newly-arrived reinforcements 
to Peloponnesus ; while the Four Hundred, on re- 
newing their advances to him for peace, now found 
themselves much better received, and were even 
encouraged to despatch envoys to Sparta itself’. 

As soon as they had thus got over the first diffi- 
culties, and placed matters on a footing which 
seemed to promise stability, they despatched ten 
envoys toSamos. Aware beforehand of the danger 
impending over them in that quarter from the 

' Thucyd. vii. 71. 
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known aversion of the soldiers and seamen to any- 
thing in the nature of oligarchy, they had more- 
over just heard, by the arrival of Chereas and the 
Paralus, of the joint attack made by the Athenian 
and Samian oligarchs, and of its complete failure. 
Had this event occurred a little earlier, it might 
perhaps have deterred even some of their own 
number from proceeding with the revolution at | 
Athens—which was rendered thereby almost sure 
of failure, from the first. Their ten envoys were 
instructed to represent at Samos that the recent 
oligarchy had been established with no views inju- 
rious to the city, but on the contrary for the gene- 
ral benefit ; that though the Council now installed 
consisted of Four Hundred only, yet the total num- 
ber of partisans who had made the revolution and 
were qualified citizens under it, was Five Thousand ; 
a number greater (they added) than had ever been 
actually assembled in the Pnyx under the demo- 
cracy, even for the most important debates’, in 


» Thucyd. viii. 72. This allegation, respecting the number of citizens 
who attended in the Athenian democratical assemblies, has been some- 
times cited as if it carried with it the authority of Thucydidés; which 
is a great mistake, duly pointed out by all the best recent critics. It is 
simply the allegation of the Four Hundred, whose testimony, as a 
guarantee for truth, is worth little enough. 

That πὸ assembly had ever been attended by so many as 5000 
(οὐδεπώποτε) I certainly am far from believing. It is not improbable, 
however, that 5000 was an unusually large number of citizens to attend. 

Dr. Arnold, in his note, opposes the allegation, in part by remarking 
that “the law required not only the presence but the sanction of at least 
6000 citizens to some particular decrees of the assembly.” It seems 
to me however quite possible, that in cases where this large number of 
votes was required, as in the ostracism, and where there was no discus- 
sion carried on immediately before the voting—the process of voting 
may have lasted some hours, like our keeping open of a poll. So that 
though more than 6000 citizens must have voted, altogether—it- 
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consequence of the unavoidable absences of nu- 
merous individuals on military service and foreign 
travel. 
What satisfaction might have been given, by this 
allusion to the fictitious Five Thousand, or by the 
fallacious reference to the numbers, real or pre- 
tended, of the past democratical assemblies—had 
these envoys carried to Samos the first tidings of 
the Athenian revolution—we cannot say. They 
were forestalled by Chereas the officer of the Para- 
lus; who, though the Four Hundred tried to detain 
him, made his escape and hastened to Samos to 
communicate the fearful and unexpected change 
which had occurred at Athens. Instead of hearing 
that change described under the treacherous ex- 
tenuations prescribed by Antiphon and Phrynichus, 
the armament first learnt it from the lips of Che- 
reas, who told them at once the extreme truth— 
and even more than the truth. He recounted with 
indignation that every Athenian, who ventured to 
say a word against the Four Hundred rulers of the 
city, was punished with the scourge—that even the 
wives and children of persons hostile to them were 
outraged—that there was a design of seizing and 
imprisoning the relatives of the democrats at Sa- 
mos, and putting them to death if the latter refused 
to obey orders from Athens. The simple narra- 
tive, of what had really occurred, would have been 
quite sufficient to provoke in the armament a senti- 
ment of detestation against the Four Hundred. But 
these additional details of Chzreas, partly untrue, 


was not necessary that all should have been present in the same 
assembly. 
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filled them with uncontrollable wrath, which they 
manifested by open menace against the known par- 
tisans of the Four Hundred at Samos, as well as 
against those who had taken part in the recent oli- 
garchical conspiracy in the island. It was not 
without difficulty that their hands were arrested by 
the more reflecting citizens present, who remon- 
strated against the madness of such disorderly pro- 
ceedings when the enemy was close upon them. 

But though violence and aggressive insult were Ardent de- 
thus seasonably checked, the sentiment of the ar- Mocca! 
mament was too ardent and unanimous to be satis- (omit 
fied without some solemn, emphatic, and decisive eel’ brake 
declaration against the oligarchs at Athens. A great Athenian 


democratical manifestation, of the most earnest and at Semon. 
imposing character, was proclaimed, chiefly at the and py the 
instance of Thrasybulus and Thrasyllus. The Athe- 
nian armament, brought together in one grand as- 
sembly, took an oath by the most stringent sanctions 
—To maintain their democracy—To keep up friend- 
ship and harmony with each other—To carry on the 
war against the Peloponnesians with energy —To 
be at enmity with the Four Hundred at Athens, 
and to enter into no amicable communication with 
them whatever. The whole armament swore to 
this compact with enthusiasm, and even those who 
had before taken part in the oligarchical movements 
were forced to be forward in the ceremony’. What 


1 Thucyd. viii. 75. Μετὰ δὲ τοῦτο, λαμπρῶς ἤδη ἐς δημοκρατίαν 
βουλόμενοι μεταστῆσαι τὰ ἐν τῇ Σάμῳ ὅ τε Θρασύβουλος καὶ Θράσυλλος, 
ὥρκωσαν πάντας τοὺς στρατιώτας τοὺς μεγίστους ὅρκους, καὶ αὐτοὺς τοὺς 
ἐκ τῆς ὀλιγαρχίας μάλιστα, ἦ μὴν δημοκρατήσεσθαι καὶ ὁμονοήσειν, καὶ 
τὸν πρὸς Πελοποννησίους πόλεμον προθύμως διοίσειν, καὶ τοῖς τετρακο- 
σίοις πολέμιοί τε ἔσεσθαι καὶ οὐδὲν ἐπικηρυκεύεσθαι. Ἐυνώμνυσαν δὲ 
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lent double force to this touching scene, was, that the 
entire Samian population, every male of the military 
age, took the oath along with the friendly armament. 
Both pledged themselves to mutual fidelity and com- 
mon suffering or triumph, whatever might be the 
issue of the contest. Both felt that the Peloponne- 
sians at Milétus, and the Four Hundred at Athens, 
were alike their enemies, and that the success of 
either would be their common ruin. 

Pursuant to this resolution—of upholding their 
democracy and at the same time sustaining the war 
against the Peloponnesians, at all cost or peril to 
themselves—the soldiers of the armament now took 
a step unparalleled in Athenian history. Feeling 
that they could no longer receive orders from 
Athens under her present oligarchical rulers, with 
whom Charminus and others among their own 
leaders were implicated, they constituted them- 
selves into a sort of community apart, and held an 
assembly as citizens to choose anew their generals 
and trierarchs. Of those already in command, 
several were deposed as unworthy of trust; others 
being elected in their places, especially Thrasybulus 
and Thrasyllus. Nor was the assembly held for 
election alone; it was a scene of effusive sympathy, 
animating eloquence, and patriotism generous as 
well as resolute. The united armament felt that 
they were the real Athens; the guardians of her 
constitution—the upholders of her remaining em- 
καὶ Σαμίων πάντες τὸν αὐτὸν ὅρκον οἱ ἐν τῇ ἡλικίᾳ, καὶ Ta πράγματα πάντα 
καὶ τὰ ἀποβησόμενα ἐκ τῶν κινδύνων ξυνεκοινώσαντο οἱ στρατιῶται τοῖς 
Σαμίοις, νομίζοντες οὔτε ἐκείνοις ἀποστροφὴν σωτηρίας οὔτε σφίσιν εἶναι, 


᾿ 
ἀλλ᾽ ἐάν τε οἱ τετρακόσιοι κρατήσωσιν ἐάν τε οἱ ἐκ Μιλήτου͵ πολέμιοι, 


διαφθαρήσεσθαι. 
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pire and glory—the protectors of her citizens at 
home against those conspirators who had intruded 
themselves wrongfully into the Senate-house—the 
sole barrier, even for those conspirators themselves, 
against the hostile Peloponnesian fleet. ‘‘ The city 
has revolted from us’? (exclaimed Thrasybulus and 
others in pregnant words which embodied a whole 
train of feeling'). ‘‘ But let not this abate our 
courage: for they are only the lesser force—we are 
the greater and the self-sufficing. We have here 
the whole navy of the state, whereby we can en- 
sure to ourselves the contributions from our de- 
pendencies just as well as if we started from Athens. 
We have the hearty attachment of Samos, second 
in power only to Athens herself, and serving us 
as a military station against the enemy, now as in 
the past. We are better able to obtain supplies 
for ourselves, than those in the city for themselves ; 
for it is only through our presence at Samos that 
they have hitherto kept the mouth of Peirzeus open. 
If they refuse to restore to us our democratical 
constitution, we shall be better able to exclude 
them from the sea than they to exclude us. What 
indeed does the city do now for us to second our 
efforts against the enemy? Little or nothing. We 
have lost nothing by their separation. They send 
us no pay—they leave us to provide maintenance 
for ourselves—they are now out of condition for 
sending us even good counsel, which is the great 


! Thucyd. viii. 76. Καὶ παραινέσεις ἄλλας τε ἐποιοῦντο ἐν σφίσιν 
αὐτοῖς ἀνιστάμενοι, καὶ ὡς οὐ δεῖ ἀθυμεῖν ὅτι ἡ πόλις αὐτῶν ἀφέ- 
στηκε" τοὺς γὰρ ἐλάσσους ἀπὸ σφῶν τῶν πλεόνων καὶ ἐς πάντα πορι- 
μωτέρων μεθεστάναι. 

VOL. VIII. F 
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superiority of a city over a camp’. As counsellors, 
we here are better than they; for they have just 
committed the wrong of subverting the constitution 
of our common country—while we are striving to 
maintain it, and will do our best to force them into 
the same track. Alkibiadés, if we ensure to him 
a safe restoration, will cheerfully bring the alli- 
ance of Persia to sustain us ; and even if the worst 
comes to the worst—if all other hopes fail us—our 
powerful naval force will always enable us to find 
places of refuge in abundance, with city and terri- 
tory adequate to our wants.” 

Such was the encouraging language of Thrasyllus 
and Thrasybulus, which found full sympathy in the 
armament, and raised among them a spirit of ener- 
getic patriotism and resolution, not unworthy of 
their forefathers when refugees at Salamis under 
the invasion of Xerxés. To regain their democracy 
and to sustain the war against the Peloponnesians, 
were impulses alike ardent and blended in the same 
tide of generous enthusiasm ; a tide so vehement 
as to sweep before it the reluctance of that mino- 
rity who had before been inclined to the oligar- 
chical movement. But besides these two impulses, 
there was also a third, tending towards the recall 
of Alkibiadés ; a coadjutor, if in many ways useful, 
yet bringing with him a spirit of selfishness and 

' Thucyd. viii. 76. Βραχὺ δέ re εἶναι καὶ οὐδενὸς ἄξιον, ᾧ πρὸς τὸ 
περιγίγνεσθαι τῶν πολεμίων ἡ πόλις χρήσιμος ἦν, καὶ οὐδὲν ἀπολωλεκέναι, 
οἵ γε μήτε ἀργύριον ἔτι εἶχον πέμπεΐν, ἀλλ᾽ αὐτοὶ ἐπορίζοντο οἱ στρατιῶ- 
rat, μήτε βούλευμα χρηστὸν, οὗπερ ὅνεκα πόλις στρατοπέδων κρατεῖ" 
ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐν τούτοις τοὺς μὲν ἡμαρτηκέναι, τοὺς πατρίους νόμους καταλύ« 
σαντας, αὐτοὶ δὲ σώζειν καὶ ἐκείνους πειράσεσθαι προσαναγκάζειν. Ὥστε 
οὐδὲ τούτους, οἶπερ ἂν βονλεύοιέν τι χρηστὸν, παρὰ σφίσι χείρους εἶναι, 
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duplicity uncongenial to the exalted sentiment now 
all-powerful at Samos’. 

This exile had been the first to originate the 
oligarchical conspiracy, whereby Athens, already 
scarcely adequate to the exigences of her foreign 
war, was now paralysed in courage and torn by 
civil discord—preserved from absolute ruin only by 
that counter-enthusiasm which a fortunate turn of 
circumstances had raised up at Samos. Having at 
first duped the conspirators themselves and enabled 
them to dupe the sincere democrats, by promising 
Persian aid and thus floating the plot over its 
first and greatest difficulties—Alkibiadés had found 
himself constrained to break with them as soon as 
the time came for realising his promises. But he 
had broken off with so much address as still to 
keep up the illusion that he could realise them if 
he chose. His return by means of the oligarchy 
being now impossible, he naturally became its 
enemy, and this new antipathy superseded his feel- 
ing of revenge against the democracy for having 
banished him. In fact he was disposed (as Phryni- 


! The application of the Athenians at Samos to Alkibiadés, reminds 
us of the emphatic language in which Tacitus characterises an incident 
in some respects similar. The Roman army, fighting in the cause of 
Vitellins against Vespasian, had been betrayed by their general Ceecina, 
who endeavoured to carry them over to the latter: his army however 
refused to follow him, adhered to their own cause, and put him under 
arrest. Being afterwards defeated by the troops of Vespasian, and 
obliged to capitulate in Cremona, they released Ceccina, and solicited 
his intercession to obtain favourable terms. ““ Primores castrorum 
nomen atque imagines Vitellii amoliuntur; catenas Ceecine (nam etiam 
tum vinctus erat) exsolvunt, orantque, ut causee suze deprecator ad- 
sistat : aspernantem tumentemque lacrymis fatigant. Ezxtremum ma- 
lorum, tot fortissimi viri, proditoris opem inocantes ” (Tacitus, 


Histor, iii, 31). 
F2 
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chus had truly said about him)' to avail himself 
indifferently of either, according as the one or the 
other presented itself as a serviceable agency for 
his ambitious views. Accordingly, as soon as the 
turn of affairs at Samos had made itself manifest, 
he opened communication with Thrasybulus and 
the democratical leaders*, renewing to them the 
same promises of Persian alliance, on condition of 
his own restoration, as he had before made to Pei- 
sander and the oligarchical party. Thrasybulus 
and his colleagues either sincerely believed him, or 
at least thought that his restoration afforded a pos- 
sibility, not to be neglected, of obtaining Persian 
aid, without which they despaired of the war. Such 
possibility would at least infuse spirit into the sol- 
diers ; while the restoration was now proposed with- 


out the terrible condition which had before accom- 


panied it, of renouncing the democratical consti- 
tution. : 

It was not without difficulty, however, nor until 
after more than one assembly and discussion’, that 
Thrasybulus prevailed on the armament to pass a 
vote of security and restoration to Alkibiadés. As 
Athenian citizens, the soldiers probably were un- 
willing to take upon them the reversal of a sentence 
solemnly passed by the democratical tribunal, on 
the ground of irreligion with suspicion of treason. 
They were however induced to pass the vote, after 

? Thucyd. viii. 48. 

3 Thucydidés does not expressly mention this communication—but it 

is implied in the words ᾿Αλκιβιάδην---ἄσμενον παρέξειν, &e. (viii. 76). 
8 Thucyd. viii. 81. Θρασύβουλος, dei re τῆς αὐτῆς γνώμης ἐχό- 


μενος, ἐπειδὴ μετέστησε τὰ πράγματα, ὥστε κατάγειν ᾿Αλκιβιάδην, καὶ 
τέλος én’ ἐκκλησίας ἔπεισε τὸ πλῆθος τῶν στρατιωτῶν», &c. 
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which Thrasybulus sailed over to the Asiatic coast, 
brought across Alkibiadés to the island, and intro- 
duced him to the assembled armament. The supple 
exile, who had denounced the democracy so bit- 
terly both at Sparta, and in his correspondence 
with the oligarchical conspirators, knew well how 
to adapt himself to the sympathies of the demo- 
cratical assembly now before him. He began by 
deploring the sentence of banishment passed against 
him, and throwing the blame of it, not upon the 
injustice of his countrymen, but upon his own un- 
happy destiny'. He then entered upon the public 
prospects of the moment, pledging himself with 
entire confidence to realise the hopes of Persian al- 
liance, and boasting in terms not merely ostentatious 
but even extravagant, of the ascendant influence 
which he possessed over Tissaphernés. The satrap 
had promised him (so the speech went on) never to 
let the Athenians want for pay, as soon as he once 
came to trust them—not even if it were necessary 
to issue out his last daric or to coin his own silver 
couch into money. Nor would he require any 
farther condition to induce him to trust them, ex- 
cept that Alkibiadés should be restored and should 
become their guarantee. Not only would he fur- 
nish the Athenians with pay, but he would, besides, 
bring up to their aid the Phenician fleet, which was 


1 Thucyd. viii. 81. γενομένης δὲ ἐκκλησίας τήν τε ἰδίαν ξυμφορὰν 
τῆς φυγῆς ἐπῃτιάσατο καὶ ἀνωλοφύρατο ὁ ᾿Αλκιβιάδης, &e. 

Contrast the different language of Alkibiadés, vi. 92; viii. 47." 

For the word ξυμφορὰν, compare i. 127. i? 

Nothing can be more false and perverted than the manner in which 
the proceedings of Alkibiadés, during this period, are presented in the 
Oration of Isokratés de Bigis, sect. 18-23. 
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already at Aspendus—instead of placing it at the 
disposal of the Peloponnesians. 


Confidence In the communications of Alkibiadés with Peisan- 
p y 


the arma- der and his coadjutors, Alkibiadés had pretended 
ment in is that the Great King could have no confidence in 


ar? = the Athenians unless they not only restored him, 

they choose but abnegated their democracy. On this occasion, 

him one of wae . 

their ge- the latter condition was withdrawn, and the con- 

nerals fidence of the Great King was said to be more easily 
accorded. But though Alkibiadés thus presented 
himself with a new falsehood, as well as with a new 
vein of political sentiment, his discourse was emi- 
nently successful. It answered all the various 
purposes which he contemplated—partly of intimi- 
dating and disuniting the oligarchical conspirators 
at home—partly of exalting bis own grandeur in 
the eyes of the armament—partly of sowing mistrust 
between the Spartans and Tissaphernés. It was in 
such full harmony with both the reigning feelings 
of the armament—eagerness to put down the Four 
Hundred, as well as to get the better of their Pelo- 
ponnesian enemies in Ionia—that the hearers were 
not disposed to scrutinise narrowly the grounds 
upon which his assurances rested. In the fulness 
of confidence and enthusiasm, they elected him 
general along with Thrasybulus and the rest—con- 
ceiving redoubled hopes of victory over their ene- 
mies both at Athens and at Milétus. So com- 
pletely indeed were their imaginations filled with 
the prospect of Persian aid, against their enemies 
in Ionia, that alarm for the danger of Athens under 
the government of the Four Hundred became the 
predominant feeling; and many voices were even 
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raised in favour of sailing to Peirzeus for the rescue 

of the city. But Alkibiadés, knowing well (what 

the armament did not know) that his own promises 

of Persian pay and fleet were a mere delusion, stre- 

nuously dissuaded such a movement, which would 
have left the dependencies in Ionia defenceless 
against the Peloponnesians. As soon as the as- 
sembly broke up, he crossed over again to the main- 
land, under pretence of concerting measures with 
Tissaphernés to realise his recent engagements. 

Relieved, substantially though not in strict form, New posi- 
from the penalties of exile, Alkibiadés was thus 4niceass 
launched in a new career. After having first played 7 ?reert 
the game of Athens against Sparta, next that of *mbition. 
Sparta against Athens, thirdly that of Tissaphernés 
against both—he now professed to take up again 
the promotion of Athenian interests. In reality, 
however, he was, and had always been, playing his 
own game, or obeying his own self-interest, am- 
bition, or antipathy. He was at this time eager to 
make a show of intimate and confidential commu- 
nication with Tissaphernés, in order that he might 
thereby impose upon the Athenians at Samos—to 
communicate to the satrap his recent election as 
general of the Athenian force, that his importance 
with the Persians might be enhanced—and lastly, 
by passing backwards and forwards from Tissa- 
phernés to the Athenian camp, to exhibit an ap- 
pearance of friendly concert between the two, which 
might sow mistrust and alarm in the minds of the 
Peloponnesians. In this tripartite manoeuvring, 
so suitable to his habitual character, he was more 

or less successful—especially in regard to the latter 
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purpose. For though he never had any serious 
chance of inducing Tissaphernés to assist the Athe- 
nians, he did nevertheless contribute to alienate 
him from the enemy, as well as the enemy from 
him'. 
Theenvoys | Without any longer delay in the camp of Tissa- 
of the Four ° 
Hundred Phernés than was necessary to keep up the faith of 
reach _ the Athenians in his promise of Persian aid, Alki- 
are indig- biadés returned to Samos, where he was found by the 
back bythe ten envoys sent by the Four Hundred from Athens, 
srmanen- on their first arrival. These envoys had been long in 
their voyage ; having made a considerable stay at 
Delos, under alarm from intelligence of the previous 
visit of Chereas, and the furious indignation which 
his narrative had provoked*. At length they reached 
Samos, and were invited by the generals to make 
their communication to the assembled armament. 
They had the utmost difficulty in procuring a hear- 
ing—so strong was the antipathy against them— 
so loud were the cries that the subverters of the 
democracy ought to be put to death. Silence being 
at length obtained, they proceeded to state that the 
late revolution had been brought to pass for the 
salvation of the city, and especially for the economy 
of the public treasure, by suppressing the salaried 
civil functions of the democracy, and thus leaving 
more pay for the soldiers*—that there was no pur- 
pose of mischief in the change, still less of betrayal 
to the enemy, which might already have been ef- 
1 Thucyd. viii. 82, 83, 87. ? Thucyd. viii. 77-86. 
5 Thucyd. viii. 86. Ei δὲ és εὐτέλειάν τι ξυντέτμηται, Sore τοὺς 
στρατιώτας ἔχειν τροφὴν, πάνυ ἐπαινεῖν. 


This is a part of the answer οὗ Alkibiadés to the envoys, and there- 
fore indicates what they had urged. 
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fected, had such been the intention of the Four 
Hundred, when Agis advanced from Dekeleia up to 
the walls—that the citizens, now possessing the 
political franchise, were, not Four Hundred only, 
but Five Thousand in number, all of whom would 
take their turn in rotation for the places now oc- 
cupied by the Four Hundred'!—that the recitals of 
Chereas, affirming ill-usage to have been offered to 


' Thucyd. viii. 86. τῶν re πεντακισχιλίων ὅτι πάντες ἐν τῷ μέρει 
μεθέξουσιν, &e. I dissent from Dr. Amold’s construction of this 
passage, which is followed both by Poppo and by Goller. He says in 
his note—‘‘ The sense must clearly be, ‘that all the citizens should be 
of the five thousand in their turn,’ however strange the expression may 
seem, μεθέξουσι τῶν πεντακισχιλίων. But without referring to the 
absurdity of the meaning, that all the Five Thousand should partake 
of the government in their turn—for they all partook of it as being the 
sovereign assembly—yet μετέχει» in this sense would require τῶν mpay- 
μάτων after it, and would be at least as harsh, standing alone, as in the 
construction of μεθέξουσι τῶν πεντακισχιλίων.᾽ 

Upon this I remark—1. Μετέχειν may be construed with a geni- 
tive case not actually expressed, but understood out of the words pre- 
ceding; as we may see by Thucyd. ii. 16, where I agree with the in- 
terpretation suggested by Matthie (Gr. Gr. § 325), rather than with 
Dr. Armold’s note. 

2. In the present instance, we are not reduced to the necessity of 
gathering a genitive cage for μετέχειν by implication out of previous 
phraseology : for the express genitive case stands there a line or two 
before—r js πόλεως, the idea of which is carried down without being 
ever dropped—oi δ᾽ ἀπήγγελλον, ὡς οὔτε ἐπὶ διαφθορᾷ τῆς πόλεως ἡ 
μετάστασις γένοιτο, ἀλλ᾽ ἐπὶ σωτηρίᾳ, οὔθ᾽ ἵνα τοῖς πολεμίοις παραδοθῇ 
(i. 6. ἡ πόλις)......τῶν τε πεντακισχιλίων ὅτι πάντες ἐν τῷ μέρει μεθ- 
έξονσιεν (i.e. τῆς πόλεως). 

There is therefore no harshness of expression; nor is there any 
absurdity of meaning, as we may s¢e by the repetition of the very same 
in viii. 93---λέγοντες τούς re πεντακισχιλίους ἀποφανεῖν, καὶ ἐκ τούτων 
ἐν μέρει, ἣ ἂν τοῖς πεντακισχιλίοις δοκῇ, τοὺς τετρακοσίους 
ἔσεσθαι, &c. 

Dr. Arnold’s designation of these Five Thousand as “‘ the sovereign 
assembly ”’ is not very accurate. They were not an assembly at all: 
they had never been called together, nor had anything been said about 
an intention of calling them together: in reality, they were but a fiction 

and a name—but even the Four Hundred themselves prete&ded only 


ane 
swer to the 
envoys. 
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the relatives of the soldiers at Athens, were utterly 
false and calumnious. 

Such were the topics on which the envoys in- 
sisted, in an apologetic strain, at considerable length, 
but without any effect in conciliating the soldiers 
who heard them. The general resentment against 
the Four Hundred was expressed by several persons 
present in public speech, by others in private 
manifestation of feeling against the envoys: and so 
passionately was this sentiment aggravated—con- 
sisting not only of wrath for what the oligarchy 
had done, but of fear for what they might do—that 
the proposition of sailing immediately to the Peirzeus 
was revived with greater ardour than before. ΑἹ- 
kibiadés, who had already once discountenanced 
this design, now stood forward to repel it again. 
Nevertheless all the plenitude of his influence, 
then greater than that of any other officer in the 
armament, and seconded by the esteemed character 
as well as the loud voice of Thrasybulus', was re- 
quired to avert it. But for him, it would have been 
executed. While he reproved and silenced those 
who were most clamorous against the envoys, he 
took upon himself to give to the latter a public 
answer in the name of the collective armament. 
‘We make no objection (he said) to the power of 
the Five Thousand: but the Four Hundred must 


to talk of them as partners in the conspiracy and revolution, not as as 
assembly to be οοπνοκοά---πεντακισχίλιοι---οἱ πράσσοντες (viii. 72). 
As to the idea of bringing all the remaining citizens to equal pri- 
vileges (in rotation) with the Five Thousand, we shall see that it was 
never broached until considerably after the Four Hundred had been 
put down. 
1 Plutarch, Alkibiadés, c. 26. 
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go about their business, and reinstate the Senate of 
Five Hundred as it was before. We are much obliged 
for what you have done in the way of economy, 80 
as to increase the pay available for the soldiers. 
Above all, maintain the war strenuously, without 
any flinching before the enemy. For if the city be 
now safely held, there is good hope that we may 
make up the mutual differences between us by 
amicable settlement ; but if once either of us perish, 
either we here or you at home, there will be no- 
thing left for the other to make up with'.” 

With this reply he dismissed the envoys; the Dissuasive 
armament reluctantly abandoning their wish of τὸ οἵ 
sailing to Athens. Thucydidés insists much on 72° ft 
the capital service which Alkibiadés then rendered commended 
to his country, by arresting a project which would cious. 
have had the effect of leaving all Ionia and the 
Hellespont defenceless against the Peloponnesians. 

His advice doubtless turned out well in the result ; 
yet if we contemplate the state of affairs at the 
moment when he gave it, we shall be inclined to 
doubt whether prudential calculation was not rather 
against him, and in favour of the impulse of the 
armament. For what was to hinder the Four 
Hundred from patching up a peace with Sparta, 
and getting a Lacedemonian garrison into Athens 
to help them in maintaining their dominion? Even 
apart from ambition, this was their best chance, if 
not their only chance, of safety for themselves: 


1 Thuoyd. viii. 86. Kal τἄλλα ἐκέλευεν ἀντέχειν, καὶ μηδὲν ἐνδιδόναι 
τοῖς πολεμίοις᾽ πρὸς μὲν γὰρ σφᾶς αὐτοὺς σωζομένης τῆς πόλεως πολλὴν 
ἐλπίδα εἶναι καὶ ξυμβῆναι, εἰ δὲ ἅπαξ τὸ ἕτερον σφαλήσεται ἣ τὸ ἐν Σάμῳ 
ἣ ἐκεῖνοι, οὐδὲ ὅτῳ διαλλαγήσεταί τις ἔτι ἔσεσθαι. 
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and we shall presently see that they tried to do it 
—being prevented from succeeding, partly indeed 
by the mutiny which arose against them at Athens, 
but still more by the stupidity of the Lacedeemonians 
themselves. Alkibiadés could not really imagine 
that the Four Hundred would obey his mandate de- © 
livered to the envoys, and resign their power volun- 

tarily. But if they remained masters of Athens, 

who could calculate what they would do—after 

having received this declaration of hostility from 

Samos—not merely in regard to the foreign enemy, 

but even in regard to the relatives of the absent 

soldiers? Whether we look to the legitimate ap- 

prehensions of the soldiers, inevitable while their 

relatives were thus exposed, and almost unnerving 

them as to the hearty prosecution of the war abroad 

in their utter uncertainty with regard to matters at 

home—or to the chance of irreparable public ca- 

lamity, greater even than the loss of Ionia, by the 

betrayal of Athens to the enemy—we shall be dis- 

posed to conclude that the impulse of the armament | 
was not merely natural, but even founded on a more 

prudent estimate of the actual chances, and that 

Alkibiadés was nothing more than fortunate in a 

sanguine venture. And if, instead of the actual 

chances, we look to the chances as Alkibiadés re- 

presented, and as the armament conceived them 

upon his authority—viz. that the Phenician fleet 

was Close at hand to act against the Lacedzemonians 

in Ionia—we shall sympathise yet more with the 

defensive movement homeward. Alkibiadés had an 

advantage over every one else, simply by knowing 

his own falsehoods. 
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At the same assembly were introduced envoys 
from Argos, bearing a mission of recognition and an 
offer of aid to the Athenian Demos in Samos. They 
came in an Athenian trireme, navigated by the Pa- 
rali who had brought home Chereas in the Paralus 
from Samos to Athens, and had been then transferred 
into a common ship of war and sent to cruise about 
Eubcea. Since that time, however, they had been 
directed to convey Lespodias, Aristophon, and Me- 
lésias', as ambassadors from the Four Hundred to 
Sparta. But when crossing the Argolic Gulf, pro- 
bably under orders to land at Prasiz, they declared 
against the oligarchy, sailed to Argos, and there de- 
posited as prisoners the three ambassadors, who had 
all been active in the conspiracy of the Four Hun- 
dred. Being then about to depart for Samos, they 
were requested by the Argeians to carry thither their 
envoys, who were dismissed by Alkibiadés with an 
expression of gratitude, and with a hope that their 
aid would be ready when called for. 

Meanwhile the envoys returned from Samos to 
Athens, carrying back to the Four Hundred the 
unwelcome news of their total failure with the ar- 
mament. A little before, it appears, some of the 
trierarchs on service at the Hellespont had returned 
to Athens also—Eratosthenés, Iatroklés and others, 
who had tried to turn their squadron to the pur- 
poses of the oligarchical conspirators, but had been 
baffled and driven off by the inflexible democracy 


1 Thucyd. viii. 86. It is very probable that the Melésias here men- 
tioned was the son of that Thucydidés who was the leading political 
opponent of Periklés. Melésias appears as one of the dramatis per- 
sone in Plato’s dialogue called Lachés. 
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of their own seamen'. If at Athens, the calcula- 
tions of these conspirators had succeeded more tri- 
-umphantly than could have been expected before- 
hand, everywhere else they had completely mis- 
carried ; not merely at Samos and in the fleet, but 
also with the allied dependencies. At the time when 
Peisander quitted Samos for Athens to consum- 
mate the oligarchical conspiracy even without Al- 
kibiadés, he and others had gone round many of 
the dependencies and had effected a similar revo- 
lution in their internal government, in hopes that 
they would thus become attached to the new oli- 
garchy at Athens. But this anticipation (as Phry- 
nichus had predicted) was nowhere realised. The 
newly-created oligarchies only became more anxious 
for complete autonomy than the democracies had 
been before. At Thasos especially, a body of exiles 
who had for some time dwelt in Peloponnesus were 
recalled, and active preparations were made for re- 
volt, by new fortifications as well as by new tri- 
remes*. Instead of strengthening their hold on the 
maritime empire, the Four Hundred thus found 
that they had actually weakened it ; while the pro- 
nounced hostility of the armament at Samos not 
only put an end to all their hopes abroad, but ren- 
dered their situation at home altogether precarious. 

From the moment when the coadjutors of Anti- 


1 Lysias cont. Eratosthen. sect. 43. c. 9. p. 411 Reisk. od γὰρ νῦν 
πρῶτον (Eratosthenés) τῷ ὑμετέρῳ πλήθει ra ἐνάντια ἔπραξεν, ἀλλὰ καὶ 
ἐπὶ τῶν Τετρακοσίων ἐν τῷ στρατοπέδῳ ὀλιγαρχίαν καθιστὰς ἔφευγεν ἐξ 
Ἑλλησπόντου τριηράρχος καταλιπὼν τὴν ναῦν, μετὰ ᾿Ιατροκλέους καὶ 
ἑτέρων..... «ἀφικόμενος δὲ δεῦρο τἀνάντια τοῖς βουλομένοις δημοκρατίαν 
εἶναι ἔπραττε. 

5 Thucyd. γι, 64. 
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phon first learnt, through the arrival of Chereas at Mitra κπο 


Athens, the proclamation of the democracy at Sa- among the 


mos—discord, mistrust, and alarm began to spread dred them- 
even among their own members ; together with @ opposition 
conviction that the oligarchy could never stand ex- Psrty form- 
cept through the presence of a Peloponnesian gar- Thera- 
rison in Athens. While Antiphon and Phrynichus, 
the leading minds who directed the majority of the 
Four Hundred, despatched envoys to Sparta for con- 
cluding peace (these envoys never reached Sparta, 
being seized by the Parali and sent prisoners to Ar- 
gos, as above stated) and commenced the erection 
of a special fort at Ectioneia, the projecting mole 
which contracted and commanded, on the northern 
side, the narrow entrance of Peireus—there began 
to arise even in the bosom of the Four Hundred an 
opposition minority affecting popular sentiment, 
among whom the most conspicuous persons were 
Theramenés and Aristokratés'. 

Though these men had stood forward prominent- 
ly as contrivers and actors throughout the whole 
progress of the conspiracy, they now found them- 
selves bitterly disappointed by the result. Indivi- 
dually, their ascendency with their colleagues was 
inferior to that of Peisander, Kalleeschrus, Phryni- 
chus, and others; while, collectively, the ill-gotten 
power of the Four Hundred was diminished in value, 
as much as it was aggravated in peril, by the loss 
of the foreign empire and the alienation of their 

1 Thucyd. viii. 89, 90. The representation of the character and mo- 
tives of Theramenés, as given by Lysias in the Oration contra Erato- 
sthenem (Orat. xii. sect. 66,67, 79; Orat. xiii. cont. Agorat. sect. 12-17), 
is quite in harmony with that of Thucydidés (viii: 89): compare Ari- 
stophan. Ran. 541-966; Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 27-30. 
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Samian armament. Now began the workings of 
jealousy and strife among the successful conspira- 
tors, each of whom had entered into the scheme 
with unbounded expectations of personal ambition 
for himself—each had counted on stepping at once 
into the first place among the new oligarchical body. 
In a democracy (observes Thucydidés) contentions 
for power and pre-eminence provoke in the unsuc- 
cessful competitors less of fierce antipathy and 
sense of injustice, than in an oligarchy; for the 
losing candidates acquiesce with comparatively lit- 
tle repugnance in the unfavourable vote of a large 
miscellaneous body of unknown citizens ; but they 
are angry at being put aside by a few known com- 
rades, their rivals as well as their equals: more- 
over at the moment when an oligarchy of ambitious 
men has just raised itself on the ruins of a demo- 
cracy, every man of the conspirators is in exag- 
gerated expectation—every one thinks himself en- 
titled to become at once the first man of the body, 
and is dissatisfied if he be merely put upon a level 
with the rest . 


1 Thucyd. viii. 89. ἦν δὲ τοῦτο μὲν σχῆμα πολιτικὸν τοῦ λόγου αὐτοῖς, 
κατ᾽ ἰδίας δὲ φιλοτιμίας οἱ πολλοὶ αὐτῶν τῷ τοιούτῳ προσέκειντο, ἐν ᾧπερ 
καὶ μάλιστα ὀλιγαρχία ἐκ δημοκρατίας γενομένη ἀπόλλυται. Ldvres γὰρ 
αὐθημερὸν ἀξιοῦσιν οὐχ ὅπως ἴσοι, ἀλλὰ καὶ πολὺ πρῶτος αὐτὸς ἕκαστος 
εἶναι" ἐκ δὲ δημοκρατίας αἱρέσεως γιγνομένης, ῥᾷον τὰ ἀποβαίνοντα, ὡς οὐκ 
ἀπὸ τῶν ὁμοίων, ἔλασσούμενός τις φέρει. 

I give in the text what appears to me the proper sense of this pas- 
sage, the last words of which are obscure: see the long notes of the 
commentators, especially Dr. Arnold and Poppo. Dr. Arnold considers 
τῶν ὁμοίων as a neuter, and gives the paraphrase of the last clause as 
follows :—‘‘ Whereas under an old established government, they (am- 
bitious men of talent) are prepared to fail: they know that the weight 
of the government is against them, and are thus spared the peculiar 
pain of being beaten in a fair race, when they and their competitors 
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Such were the feelings of disappointed ambition, 
magled with despondency, which sprung up among 


start with equal advantages, and there is nothing to lessen the mortifi- 

cation of defeat. "Amd τῶν ὁμοίων ἐλασσούμενος, is, being beaten when 

the game is equal, when the terms of the match are fair.”’ 

I cannot concur in Dr. Arnold’s explanation of these words, or of 
the general sense of the passage. He thinks that Thucydidés means 
to affirm what applies generally ‘‘to an opposition minority when it 
succeeds in revolutionizing the established government, whether the 
government be a democracy or a monarchy—whether the minority be 
an aristocratical party or a popular one.” It seems to me, on the 
contrary, that the affirmation bears only on the special case of an 
oigarchical conspiracy subverting a democracy, and that the compari- 
son taken is applicable only to the state of things as it stood under the 
preceding democracy. 

Next, the explanation given of the words by Dr. Arnold assumes that 
“to be beaten in a fair race, or when the terms of the match are fair,”’ 
causes to the loser the mazimum of pain and offence. This is surely 
not the fact; or rather, the reverse is the fact. The man who loses 
his cause or his election through unjust favour, jealousy, or antipathy, is 
more hurt than if he had lost it under circumstances where he could 
find no injustice to complain of. In both cases, he is doubtless morti- 
fied ; but if there be injustice, he is offended and angry as well as 
mortified: he is disposed to take vengeance on men whom he looks 
upon as his personal enemies. It is important to distinguish the mor- 
tification of simple failure, from the discontent and anger arising out of 
belief that the failure has been unjustly brought about: it is this dis- 
content, tending to break out in active opposition, which Thucydidés 
has present to his mind in the comparison which he takes between the 
state of feeling which precedes and follows the subversion of the de- 
mocracy. 

It appears to me that the words τῶν ὁμοίων are masculine, and that 
they have reference (like πάντες and ἴσοι in the preceding line) to the 
privileged minority of equal confederates who are supposed to have just 
got possession of the government. At Sparta, the word οἱ ὅμοιοι ac- 
quired a sort of technical sense to designate the small ascendent mi- 
nority of wealthy Spartan citizens, who monopolised in their own hands 
political power, to the practical exclusion of the remainder (see Xenoph. 
Hellen. ini. 3, 5; Xenoph. Resp. Lac. x. 7; xiii. 1; Demosth. cont. 
Lept. 5. 88). Now these ὅμοιοι or peers, here indicated by Thucydidés 
as the peers of a recently-formed oligarchy, are not merely equal among 
themselves, but rivals one with another, and personally known to each 
other. It is important to bear in mind all these attributes as tacitly 
implied (though not literally designated or connoted) by the word ὅμοιοι 
or peers; because the comparison instituted by Thucydidés is founded 
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a minority of the FourHundred, immediately after the 
news of the proclamation of the democracy at Samos 


on all the attributes taken together: just as Aristotle (Rhetoric. 11. 8 ; 
ii. 13, 4), in speaking of the envy and jealousy apt to arise towards τοὺς 
ὁμοίους, considers them as dvrepdotas and ἀνταγωνίστας. 

The Four Hundred at Athens were all peers—equals, rivals, and per- 
sonally known among one another—who had just raised themselves by 
joint conspiracy to supreme power. Theramenés, one of the number, 
conceives himself entitled to pre-eminence, but finds that he is shut 
out from it—the men who shut him out being this small body of known 
equals and rivals. He is inclined to impute the exclusion to personal 
motives on the part of this small knot—to selfish ambition on the part of 
each—to ill-will—to jealousy—to wrongful partiality: so that he thinks 
himself injured, and the sentiment of injury is embittered by the cir- 
cumstance that those from whom it proceeds are a narrow, known, and 
definite body of colleagues. Whereas, if his exclusion had taken place 
under the democracy, by the suffrage of a large, miscellaneous, and 
personally unknown collection of citizens—he would have been far less 
likely to carry off with him a sense of injury. Doubtless he would 
have been mortified: but he would not have looked upon the electors 
in the light of jealous or selfish rivals, nor would they form a definite 
body before him for his indignation to concentrate itself upon. Thus 
Nikomachidés—whom Sokratés (see Xenophon, Memor. iii. 4) meets 
returning mortified because the people had chosen another person and 
not him as general—would have been not only mortified, but angry 
and vindictive besides, if he had been excluded by a few peers and 
rivals. 

Such, in my judgment, is the comparison which Thucydidés wishes 
to draw between the effect of disappointment inflicted by the suffrage 
of a numcrous and miscellaneous body of citizens—compared with dis- 
appointment inflicted by a small knot of oligarchical peers upon a 
competitor among their own number, especially at a moment when the 
expectations of all these peers are exaggerated, in consequence of the 
recent acquisition of their power. I believe the remark of the historian 
to be quite just; and that the disappointment in the first case is less 
intense—less connected with the sentiment of injury—and less likely 
to lead to active manifestation of enmity. This is one among the ad- 
vantages of a numerous suffrage. 

I cannot better illustrate the jealousies pretty sure to break out 
among a sinall number of ὅμοιοι or rival peers, than by the description 
which Justin gives of the leading officers of Alexander the Great im- 
mediately after that monarch’s death (Justin, xii. 2) :— 

‘*Ceterum, occiso Alexandro, non, ut leti, ita et securi fuere, 
omnibus unum locum competentibus: nec minus milites invicem se 
tnnebant, quorum et libertas solutior et favor incertus erat. Inter 
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among the armament. Theramenés, the leader of this 
minority—a man of keen ambition, clever but un- 
steady and treacherous, not less ready to desert his 
party than to betray his country, though less pre- 
pared for extreme atrocities than many of his oli- 
garchical comrades—began to look out for a good 
pretence to disconnect himself from a precarious 
enterprise. Taking advantage of the delusion which 
the Four Hundred had themselves held out about 
the fictitious Five Thousand, he insisted that since 
the dangers that beset the newly-formed authority 
were so much more formidable than had been anti- 
cipated, it was necessary to popularise the party by 
enrolling and producing these Five Thousand as a 
real instead of a fictitious body'. Such an oppo- 
sition, formidable from the very outset, became still 
bolder and more developed when the envoys re- 


ipsos vero equalitas discordiam augebat, nemine tantum ceteros ex- 
.cedente, ut ei aliquis se submitteret.”’ 

Compare Plutarch, Lysander, c. 23. 

Haack and Poppo think that ὁμοίων cannot be masculine, because 
ἀπὸ τῶν ὁμοίων ἔλασσούμενος would not then be correct, but ought to 
be, ὑπὸ τῶν ὁμοίων ἐλασσούμενος. I should dispute, under all circum- 
stances, the correctness of this criticism: for there are quite enough 
parallel cases to defend the use of ἀπὸ here (see Thucyd. i.17; iii. 82; 
iv. 115; vi. 28, &c.). But we need not enter into the debate ; for the 
genitive τῶν ὁμοίων depends rather upon τὰ ἀποβαίνοντα which precedes, 
than upon ἐλασσούμενος which follows; and the preposition ἀπὸ is 
what we should naturally expect. To mark this I have put a comma 
after ἀποβαίνοντα as well as after ὁμοίων. 

To show that an opinion is not correct, indeed, does not afford cer- 
tain evidence that Thucydidés may not have advanced it: for he might 
be mistaken. But it ought to count as good presumptive evidence, 
unless the words peremptorily bind us to the contrary; which in this 
ease they do not. 

’ Thucyd. viii. 86, 2. Of this sentence from φοβούμενοι down to 
καθιστάναι, I only profess to understand the last clause. It is useless 
to discuss the many conjectural amendments of a corrupt text, none of 
them satisfactory. 

G2 
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turned from Samos, with an account of their re- 
ception by the armament, as well as of the answer, 
delivered in the name of the armament, whereby 
Alkibiadés directed the Four Hundred to dissolve 
themselves forthwith, but at the same time ap- 
proved of the constitution of the Five Thousand, 
coupled with the restoration of the old senate.” To 
enroll the Five Thousand at once, would be meeting 
the army half-way ; and there were hopes that at 
that price a compromise and reconciliation might 
be effected, of which Alkibiadés had himself spoken 
as practicable’. In addition to the formal answer, 
the envoys doubtless brought back intimation of 
the enraged feelings manifested by the armament, 
and of their eagerness, uncontrollable by every 
one except Alkibiadés, to sail home forthwith and 
rescue Athens from the Four Hundred. Hence 
arose an increased conviction that the dominion of 
the latter could not last; and an ambition, on the 
part of others as well as Theramenés, to stand for- 
ward as leaders of a popular opposition against it, 
in the name of the Five Thousand?®. 

1 Thucyd. vii. 86-89. It is alleged by Andokidés (in an Oration de- 
livered many years afterwards before the people of Athens—De Reditu 
suo, sect. 10-15), that during this spring he furnished the armament 
at Samos with wood proper for the construction of oars—only obtained 
by the special favour of Archelaus king of Macedonia, and of which 
the armament then stood in great need. Ile farther alleges, that he 
afterwards visited Athens, while the Four Hundred were in full domi- 
nion; and that Peisander, at the head of this oligarchical body, 
threatened his life for having furnished such valuable aid to the arma- 
ment, then at enmity with Athens. Though he saved his life by cling- 
ing to the altar, yet he had to endure bonds and manifold hard treat- 
ment. 

Of these claims which Andokidés prefers to the favour of the sub- 


sequent democracy, I do not know how much is true. 
5 Thucyd. viii. 89. σαφέστατα δὲ αὐτοῦς ἐπῇρε τὰ ἐν τῇ Σάμῳ τοῦ 
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Against this popular opposition, Antiphon and 
Phrynichus exerted themselves with demagogic as- 
siduity to caress and keep together the majority of 
the Four Hundred, as well as to uphold their power 
without abridgment. They were noway disposed 
to comply with this requisition that the fiction of 
the Five Thousand should be converted into a 
reality. They knew well that the enrolment of so 

many partners!. would be tantamount to a demo- 
cracy, and would be in substance at least, if not in 
form, an annihilation of their own power. They 


᾿Αλκιβιάδου ἰσχυρὰ ὄντα, καὶ ὅτι αὐτοῖς οὐκ ἐδόκει μόνιμον τὸ τῆς ὀλιγαρχίας 
ἔσεσθαι. ἠγωνίζετο οὖν εἷς ἕκαστος προστάτης τοῦ δήμον ἔσεσθαι. 

This is a remarkable passage as indicating what is really meant by 
προστάτης τοῦ 8npov— the leader of a popular opposition.” Thera- 
menés and the other persons here spoken of did not even mention the 
bame of the democracy—they took up simply the name of the Five 
Thousand—yet they are still called πρόσταται τοῦ δῆμον, inasmuch as 
the Five Thousand were a sort of qualified democracy, compared to the 
Four Hundred. 

The words denote the leader of a popular party, as opposed to an 
oligarchical party (see Thucyd. i. 70; iv. 66; vi. 35), in a form of 
government either entirely democratical, or at least, in which the public 
assembly is frequently convoked and decides on many matters of im- 
portance. Thucydidés does not apply the words to any Athenian 
except in the case now before us respecting Theramenés: he does not 
use the words even with respect to Kleon, though he employs expres- 
sions which seem equivalent to it (ili. 36; iv. 2])---ῳἀὠνὴρ δημαγωγὸς 
κατ᾽ ἐκεῖνον τὸν χρόνον dy καὶ τῷ πλήθει πιθανώτατος, ὅς. This is very 
different from the words which he applies to Periklés—d» γὰρ δυνα- 
τώτατος τῶν καθ᾽ ἑαυτὸν καὶ ἄγων τὴν πολιτείαν (i. 127). Even in 
respect to Nikias, he puts him in conjunction with Pleistoanax at 
Sparta, and talks of both of them as σπεύδοντες τὰ μάλιστα τὴν 
ἡγεμονίαν (v. 16). 

Compare the note of Dr. Arnold on vi. 35. > 

1 Thucyd. viii. 92. τὸ μὲν καταστῆσαι μετόχους τοσούτους, ἄντικρυς 
ἂν δῆμον ἡγούμενοι, &c. 

Aristotle (Polit. ν. δ, 4) calls Phrynichus the demagogue of the Four 
Hundred ; that is, the person who most strenuously served their in- 


terests and struggled for their favour. 


Measures 
of Antiphon 
and the 
Four Hun- 
dred—their 
solicitations 
to Sparta— 
construc- 
tion of the 
fort of Ee- 
tioneia, for 
the admis- 
sion of a 
Spartan 
garrison. 


86 HISTORY OF GREECE. [Paar Il. 


had now gone too far to recede with safety ; while 
the menacing attitude of Samos, as well as the 
opposition growing up against them at home both 
within and without their own body, served only as 
instigation to them to accelerate their measures for 
peace with Sparta and to secure the introduction of 
a Spartan garrison. 

With this view, immediately after the return of 
their envoys from Samos, the two most eminent 
leaders, Antiphon and Phrynichus, went themselves 
with ten other colleagues in all haste to Sparta, 
prepared to purchase peace and the promise of Spar- 
tan aid almost at any price. At the same time the 
construction of the fortress at Eetioneia was pro- 
secuted with redoubled zeal; under pretence of 
defending the entrance of Peirzeus against the arma- 
ment from Samos, if the threat of their coming 
should be executed—but with the real purpose of 
bringing into it a Lacedzmonian fleet and army. 
For this latter object every facility was provided. 
The north-western corner of the fortification of 
Peirzeus, to the north of the harbour and its mouth, 
was cut off by a cross wall reaching southward so 
as to join the harbour: from the southern end of 
this cross wall, and forming an angle with it, a new 
wall was built, fronting the harbour and running to 
the extremity of the mole which narrowed the mouth 
of the harbour on the northern side, at which mole 
it met the termination of the northern wall of Pei- 
reus. <A separate citadel was thus enclosed, de- 
fensible against any attack either from Peirzeus or 
from the harbour—furnished besides with distinct 
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broad gates and posterns of its own, as well as with - 


facilities for admitting an enemy within it'. The 
new cross wall was carried so as to traverse a vast 
portico or open market-house, the largest in Pei- 
reus: the larger half of this portico thus became 
enclosed within the new citadel, and orders were 
issued that all the corn, both actually warehoused 
and hereafter to be imported into Peirzeus, should 
be deposited therein and sold out from thence for 
consumption. As Athens was sustained almost ex- 
clusively on corn brought from Eubcea and else- 
where, since the permanent occupation of Dekeleia, 
—the Four Hundred rendered themselves masters 
by this arrangement of all the subsistence of the 
citizens, as well as of the entrance into the har- 
bour ; either to admit the Spartans or exclude the 
armament from Samos’. 

Though Theramenés, himself one of the gene- 
rals named under the Four Hundred, denounced, in 
conjunction with his supporters, the treasonable 
purpose of this new citadel—yet the majority of the 
Four Hundred stood to their resolution, and the 
building made rapid progress under the superin- 
tendence of the general Alexiklés, one of the most 


' Thucyd. viii. 90-92. τὸ τεῖχος τοῦτο, καὶ πυλίδας ἔχον, καὶ ἐσόδους, 
καὶ ἐπεισαγωγὰς τῶν πολεμίων, &c. 

I presume that the last expression refers to facilities for admitting 
the enemy either from the sea-side, or from the land-side—that is to 
say, from the north-western corner of the old wall of Peirzeus, which 
formed one side of the new citadel. 

See Leake’s Topographie Athens, p. 269, 270, Germ. transl. 

2 Thucyd. viii. 90. διῳκοδόμησαν δὲ καὶ στοὰν, &c. 

I agree with the note in M. Didot’s translation, that this portico, or 
halle open on three sides, must be considered as pre-existing ; not as 
having been first built now, which seems to be the supposition of 
Colonel Leake, and the commentators generally. 
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strenuous of the oligarchical faction’. Such was 
the habit of obedience at Athens to an established 
authority, when once constituted—and so great the 
fear and mistrust arising out of the general belief 
in the reality of the Five Thousand, unknown auxi- 
liaries supposed to be prepared to enforce the orders 
of the Four Hundred—that the people, and even 
armed citizen hoplites, went on working at the 
building, in spite of their suspicions as to its de- 
sign. Though not completed, it was so far ad- 
vanced as to be defensible, when Antiphon and 
Phrynichus returned from Sparta. They had gone 
thither prepared to surrender everything,—not 
merely their naval force, but their city itself—and 
to purchase their own personal safety by making 
the Lacedzmonians masters of Peirzeus*. Yet we 
read with astonishment that the latter could not be 
prevailed on to contract any treaty, and that they 
manifested nothing but backwardness in seizing 
this golden opportunity. Had Alkibiadés been now 
playing their game, as he had been doing a year 
earlier, immediately before the revolt of Chios— 
had they been under any energetic leaders to im- 
pel them into hearty co-operation with the treason 
of the Four Hundred, who combined at this mo- 
ment both the will and the power to place Athens 
in their hands, if seconded by an adequate force— 


 Thucyd. viii. 91, 92. ᾿Αλεξικλέα, στρατηγὸν ὄντα ἐκ τῆς ὀλιγαρχίας 
καὶ μάλιστα πρὸς τοὺς ἑταίρους τετραμμένον, &c. 

35 Thucyd. viii. 91. ᾿Αλλὰ καὶ τοὺς πολεμίους ἐσαγαγόμενοι ἄνεν τειχῶν 
καὶ νεῶν ξυμβῆναι, καὶ ὁπωσοῦν τὰ τῆς πόλεως ἔχειν, εἰ τοῖς γε σώμασι 
σφῶν ἄδεια ἔσται. 

Thid > 8 A) .» [οὶ ὃ ‘ Ld 8 ‘ , > a 

. ἐπειδὴ οἱ ἐκ τῆς Λακεδαίμονος πρέσβεις οὐδὲν πράξαντες ἀνεχώ- 
ρῆσαν τοῖς πᾶσι ξυμβατικὸν, &c. 
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they might now have overpowered their great enemy 
at home, before the armament at Samos could have 
been brought to the rescue. 

Considering that Athens was saved from capture 
only by the slackness and stupidity of the Spartans, 
we may see that the armament at Samos had rea- 
sonable excuse for their eagerness previously mani- 
fested to come home—and that Alkibiadés, in com- 
bating that intention, braved an extreme danger 
which nothing but incredible good fortune averted. 
Why the Lacedemonians remained idle, both in 
Peloponnesus and at Dekeleia, while Athens was 
thus betrayed and in the very throes of dissolution, 
we can render no account: possibly the caution of 
the Ephors may have distrusted Antiphon and 
Phrynichus, from the mere immensity of their con- 
cessions. All that they would promise was, that a 
Lacedemonian fleet of 42 triremes (partly from 
Tarentum and Lokri)—now about to start from 
Las in the Laconian Gulf, and to sail to Euboea on 
the invitation of a disaffected party in that island— 
should so far depart from its straight course as to 
hover near Asgina and Peireus, ready to take ad- 
vantage of any opportunity for attack laid open by 
the Four Hundred’. 

Of this squadron, however, even before it rounded 
Cape Malea, Theramenés obtained intelligence, and 
denounced it as intended to operate in concert with 
the Four Hundred for the occupation of Eetioneia. 

1 Thucyd. viii. 91. ἦν δέ τι καὶ τοιοῦτον ἀπὸ τῶν τὴν κατηγορίαν ἐχόν- 
των, καὶ οὐ πάνν διαβολὴ μόνον τοῦ λόγου. 
The reluctant language, in which Thucydidés admits the treasonable 


concert of Antiphon and his colleagues with the Lacedsemonians, de- 
serves notice—alsoc. 9-4. τάχα μέν τι καὶ ἀπὸ ξυγκειμένου λόγον, &c. 
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Meanwhile Athens became daily a scene of greater 
discontent and disorder, after the abortive embassy 
and return from Sparta of Antiphon and Phryni- 
chus. ‘The coercive ascendency of the Four Hun- 
dred was silently disappearing, while the hatred 
which their usurpation had inspired, together with 
the fear of their traitorous concert with the public 
enemy, became more and more loudly manifested 
in men’s private conversations as well as in gather- 
ings secretly got together within numerous houses ; 
especially the house of the peripolarch (the captain 
of the peripoli, or youthful hoplites who formed the 
chief police of the country). Such hatred was not 
long in passing from vehement passion into act. 
Phrynichus, as he left the Senate-house, was assas- 
sinated by two confederates, one of them a peripo- 
lus, or youthful hoplite, in the midst of the crowded 
market-place and in full daylight. The man who 
struck the blow made his escape, but his comrade 
was seized and put to the torture by order of the 
Four Hundred': he was however a stranger, from 
Argos, and either could not or would not reveal 
the name of any directing accomplice. Nothing 
was obtained from him except general indications 
of meetings and wide-spread disaffection. Nor did 
the Four Hundred, being thus left without special 
evidence, dare to lay hands upon Theramenés, the 
pronounced leader of the opposition—as we shall 
find Kritias doing six years afterwards, under the 
rule of the Thirty. The assassins of Phrynichus 
remaining undiscovered and unpunished, Thera- 


' Thucyd. vui. 91. The statement of Plutarch is in many respects 
different (Alkibiadés, c. 25). 


Caap. .Χ11.)] MUTINY AGAINST THE FOUR HUNDRED. 91 


menés and his associates became bolder in their 
opposition than before. And the approach of the 
Lacedemonian fleet under Agesandridas—which, 
having now taken station at Epidaurus, had made 
a descent on Avgina, and was hovering not far off 
Peirzeus, altogether out of the straight course for 
Eubcea—lent double force to all their previous 
assertions about the imminent dangers connected 
with the citadel at Eetioneia. 

Amidst this exaggerated alarm and discord, the 
general body of boplites became penetrated with 
aversion', every day increasing, against the new 
citadel. At length the hoplites of the tribe in 
which Aristokratés (the warmest partisan of The- 
ramenés) was taxiarch, being on duty and engaged 
in the prosecution of the building, broke out into 
absolute mutiny against it, seized the person of 
Alexiklés, the general in command, and put him 
under arrest in a neighbouring house; while the 
peripoli, or youthful military police, stationed at 
Munychia, under Hermon, abetted them in the 
proceeding®. News of this violence was speedily 
conveyed to the Four Hundred, who were at that 
moment holding session in the Senate-house, The- 
ramenés himself being present. Their wrath and 
menace were at first vented against him as the insti- 
gator of the revolt—a charge against which he could 
only vindicate himself by volunteering to go among 
the foremost for the liberation of the prisoner. He 
forthwith started in haste for the Peirwus, accom- 


' Thucyd. vii. 92. τὸ δὲ μέγιστον, τῶν ὁπλιτῶν τὸ στῖφος ταῦτα 
ἐβούλετο. 

3. Plutarch, Alkibiad. c. 26, represents Hermon as one of the assas- 
sins of Phrynichus. 
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panied by one of the generals his colleague, who 
was of the same political sentiment as himself. A 
third among the generals, Aristarchus, one of the 
fiercest of the oligarchs, followed him, probably from 
mistrust, together with some of the younger Knights 
(Horsemen or richest class in the state) identified 
with the cause of the Four Hundred. The oligarchi- 
cal partisans ran to marshal themselves in arms— 
alarming exaggerations being rumoured, that Alexi- 
klés had been put to death, and that Peirzeus was 
under armed occupation ; while at Peirzeus the in- 
surgents imagined that the hoplites from the city 
were in full march to attack them. For a time all 
was confusion and angry sentiment, which the 
slightest untoward accident might have inflamed 
into sanguinary civil carnage. Nor was it appeased 
except by earnest entreaty and remonstrance from 
the elder citizens (aided by Thucydidés of Phar- 
salus, proxenus or public guest of Athens in his 
native town) on the ruinous madness of such discord 
when a foreign enemy was almost at their gates. 
The perilous excitement of this temporary crisis, 
which brought into full daylight every man’s real 
political sentiments, proved the oligarchical fac- 
tion, hitherto exaggerated in number, to be far less 
powerful than had been imagined by their oppo- 
nents. And the Four Hundred had found them- 
selves too much embarrassed how to keep up the 
semblance of their authority even in Athens itself, to 
be able to send down any considerable force for the 
protection of their citadel at Eetioneia ; though they 
were reinforced, only eight days before their fall, 
by at least one supplementary member, probably 
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in substitution for some predecessor who had acci- 
dentally died’. Theramenés, on reaching Peirzus, 
began to address the mutinous hoplites in a tone 
of simulated displeasure, while Aristarchus and his 
oligarchical companions spoke in the harshest lan- 
guage, and threatened them with the force which 
they imagined to be presently coming down from the 
city. But these menaces were met by equal firm- 
ness on the part of the hoplites, who even appealed 
to Theramenés himself, and called upon him to say 
whether he thought the construction of this citadel 
was for the good of Athens, or whether it would not 
be better demolished. His opinion had been fully 
pronounced beforehand—and he replied, that if they 
thought proper to demolish it, he cordially concur- 
red. Without farther delay, hoplites and unarmed 
people mounted pell-mell upon the walls, and com- 
menced the demolition with alacrity; under the 
general shout—‘‘ Whoever is for the Five Thousand 
in place of the Four Hundred, let him lend a hand 
in this work.”” The idea of the old democracy was 
in every one’s mind, but no man uttered the word ; 
the fear of the imaginary Five Thousand still con- 
tinuing. The work of demolition seems to have 
been prosecuted all that day, and not to have been 
completed until the next day ; after which the hop- 
lites released Alexiklés from arrest, without doing 
him any injury?. 

1 See Lysias, Orat. xx. pro Polystrato. The fact that Polystratus 
was only eight days a member of the Four Hundred, before their fall, 
is repeated three distinct times in this Oration (c. 2, 4, 5. p. 672, 674, 
679 Reisk.), and has all the air of truth. 

2 Thucyd. viii. 92, 93. In the Oration of Demosthenés (or Deinar- 
chus) against Theokrinés (c. 17. p. 1343) the speaker Epicharés makes 


allusion to this destruction of the fort at Eetioneia by Aristokratés, 
uncle of his grandfather. The allusion chiefly deserves notice from its 
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Two things deserve notice, among these details, 
as illustrating the Athenian character. Though 


Alexiklés was vehemently oligarchical as well as 


unpopular, these mutineers do no harm to his per- 
son, but content themselves with putting him under 
arrest. Next, they do not venture to commence 
the actual demolition of the citadel, until they have 
the formal sanction of Theramenés, one of the con- 
stituted generals. The strong habit of legality, im- 
planted in all Athenian citizens by their democracy 
—and the care, even in departing from it, to depart 
as little as possible—stand plainly evidenced in these 
proceedings. 

The events of this day gave a fatal shock to the 
ascendency of the Four Hundred ; yet they assem- 
bled on the morrow as usual in the Senate-house ; 
and they appear, now when it was too late, to have 
directed one of their members to draw up a real 
list, giving body to the fiction of the Five Thousand. 
Meanwhile the hoplites in Peirzeus, having finished 
the levelling of the new fortifications, took the still 
more important step of entering, armed as they 


erroneous mention of Kritias and the return of the Demos from exle— 
betraying a complete confusion between the events in the time of the 
Four Hundred and those in the time of the Thirty. 

' Lysias, Orat. xx. pro Polystrato, c. 4. p. 675 Reisk. 

This task was confided to Polystratus, a very recent member of the 
Four Hundred, and therefore probably less unpopular than the rest. 
In his defence after the restoration of the democracy, he pretended to 
have undertaken the task much against his will, and to have drawn up 
a list containing 9000 names instead of 5000. 

It may probably have been in this meeting of the Four Hundred, that 
Antiphon delivered his oration strongly recommending concord—Dept 
dpovoias. All his eloquence was required just now, to bring back the 
oligarchical party, if possible, into united action. Philostratus (Vit. So- 
phistar. c.xv. p. 500. ed. Olear.) expresses great admiration for this ora- 
tion, which is several times alluded to both by Harpokration and Suidas. 
See Westermann, Gesch. der Griech. Beredsamkeit, Beilage ii. p. 276. 


ὕπαρ. {Χ11.} ARMED PUBLIC ASSEMBLY. 95 


were, into the theatre of Dionysus hard by (in 
Peirzus, but on the verge of Munychia) and there 
holding a formal assembly; probably under the 
convocation of the general Theramenés, pursuant 
to the forms of the anterior democracy. They here 
took the resolution of adjourning their assembly 
to the Anakeion, or temple of Castor and Pollux, 
the Dioskuri, in the city itself and close under the 
acropolis ; whither they immediately marched and 
established themselves, still retaining their arms. 
So much was the position of the Four Hundred 
changed, that they, who had on the preceding day 
been on the aggressive against a spontaneous out- 
burst of mutineers in Peireus, were now thrown 
upon the defensive against a formal assembly, all 
armed, in the city and close by their own Senate- 
house. Feeling themselves too weak to attempt 
any force, they sent deputies to the Anakeion to 
negotiate and offer concessions. They engaged to 
publish the list of The Five Thousand, and to con- 
vene them for the purpose of providing for the 
periodical cessation and renewal of the Four Hun- 
dred, by rotation from the Five Thousand, in such 
order as the latter themselves should determine. 
But they entreated that tiine might be allowed for 
effecting this, and that internal peace might be 
maintained, without which there was no hope of 
defence against the enemy without. Many of the 
hoplites in the city itself joined the assembly in the 
Anakeion, and took part in the debates. The posi- 
tion of the Four Hundred being no longer such as to 
inspire fear, the tongues of speakers were now again 
loosed, and the ears of the multitude again opened— 
for the first time since the arrival of Peisander from 
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Samos, with the plan of the oligarchical conspiracy. 
Such renewal of free and fearless public speech, 
the peculiar life-principle of the democracy, was 
not less wholesome in tranquillizing intestine dis- 
cord, than in heightening the sentiment of common 
patriotism against the foreign enemy’. The as- 
sembly at length dispersed, after naming an early 
future time for a second assembly, to bring about 
the re-establishment of harmony, in the theatre of 
Dionysus’. 

On the day, and at the hour, when this assembly 
in the theatre of Dionysus was on the point of 
coming together, the news ran through Peirzus 
and Athens, that the forty-two triremes under the 
Lacedemonian Agesandridas, having recently quit- 
ted the harbour of Megara, were sailing along the 
coast of Salamis in the direction towards Peirzeus. 
Such an event, while causing universal consterna- 
tion throughout the city, confirmed all the previ- 
ous warnings of Theramenés as to the treasonable 
destination of the citadel recently demolished, “and 
every one rejoiced that the demolition had been 
accomplished just in time. Foregoing their intended 
assembly, the citizens rushed with one accord down 
to Peirzeus, where some of them took post to gar- — 
rison the walls and the mouth of the harbour— 
others got aboard the triremes lying in the harbour 
—others, again, launched some fresh triremes from 


? Thucyd. vii. 93. Τὸ δὲ πᾶν πλῆθος τῶν ὁπλιτῶν, ἀπὸ πολλῶν 
καὶ πρὸς πολλοὺς λόγων γιγνομένων, ἠπιώτερον ἦν h πρότε- 
ρον, καὶ ἐφοβεῖτο μάλιστα περὶ τοῦ παντὸς πολιτικοῦ. 

2 Thucyd. viii. 93. ξυνεχώρησαν δὲ ὥστ᾽ ἐς ἡμέραν ῥητὴν ἐκκλησίαν 
ποιῆσαι ἐν τῷ Διονυσίῳ περὶ ὁμονοίας. 

The definition of time must here allude to the morrow, or to the day 
following the morrow: at least it seems impossible that the city could 
be left longer than this interval without a government. 
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the boat-houses into the water. Agesandridas 
rowed along the shore, near the mouth of Peireus ; 
but found nothing to promise concert within, or 
tempt him to the intended attack. Accordingly, 
he passed by and moved onward to Sunium in a 
southerly direction. Having doubled the Cape of 
Sunium, he then turned his course along the coast 
of Attica northward, halted for a little while between 
Thorikus and Prasiz, and presently took station at 
Ordpus'. 

Though relieved when they found that he passed 
by Peirzus without making any attack, the Athe- 
nians knew that his destination must now be against 
Eubcea ; which to them was hardly less important 
than Peirzeus, since their main supplies were derived 
from that island. Accordingly they put to sea at 
once with all the triremes which could be manned 
and got ready in the harbour. But from the hurry 
of the occasion, coupled with the mistrust and dis- 
sension now reigning, and the absence of their great 
naval force at Samos—the crews mustered were 
raw and ill-selected, and the armament inefficient. 
Polystratus, one of the members of the Four Hun- 
dred, perhaps others of them also, were aboard ; 
men who had an interest in defeat rather than vic- 
tory*. Thymocharés the admiral conducted them 


1 Thucyd. vii. 94. 

? Lysias, Orat. xx. pro Polystrato, c. 4. p. 676 Reisk. 

From another passage in this oration, it would seem that Polystratus 
was in command of the fleet—possibly enough, in conjunction with 
Thymocharés, according to a common Athenian practice (c. δ. p. 679). 
His son who defends him affirms that he was wounded in the battle. 

Diodorus (xiii. 34) mentions the discord among the crews on board 
these ships under Thymocharés; almost the only point which we learn 
from his meagre notice of this interesting period. 

VOL. VIII. H 
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round Cape Sunium to Eretria in Eubcea, where he 
found a few other triremes, which made up his whole 
fleet to 36 sail. 

He had scarcely reached the harbour and disem- 
barked, when, without allowing time for his men to 
procure refreshment—he found himself compelled 
to fight a battle with the forty-two ships of Agesan- 
dridas, who had just sailed across from Ordépus, and 
was already approaching the harbour. This sur- 
prise had been brought about by the anti-Athenian 
party in Eretria, who took care, on the arrival of 
Thymocharés, that no provisions should be found 
in the market-place, so that his men were compelled 
to disperse and obtain them from houses at the ex- 
tremity of the town; while at the same time a 
signal was hoisted, visible at Ordpus on the opposite 
side of the strait (less than seven miles broad) , indica- 
ting to Agesandridas the precise moment for bring- 
ing his fleet across to the attack, with their crews 
fresh after the morning meal. Thymocharés, on 
seeing the approach of the enemy, ordered his men 
aboard ; but, to his disappointment, many of them 
were found to be so far off that they could not be 
brought back in time—so that he was compelled 
to sail out and meet the Peloponnesians with ships 
very inadequately manned. In a battle immediately 
outside of the Eretrian harbour, he was, after a 
short contest, completely defeated, and his fleet 
driven back upon the shore. Some of his ships 
escaped to Chalkis, others to a fortified post gar- 
risoned by the Athenians themselves not far from 
Eretria: yet not less than 22 triremes, out of the 
whole 36, fell into the hands of Agesandridas, and 
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a large proportion of the crews were slain or made 
prisoners. Of those seamen who escaped, too, many 
found their death from the hands of the Eretrians, 
into whose city they fled for shelter. On the news 
of this battle, not merely Eretria, but also all Eubcea 
(except Oreus in the north of the island, which was 
settled by Athenian Kleruchs) declared its revolt 
from Athens, which had been intended more than a 
year before—and took measures for defending itself 
in concert with Agesandridas and the Beeotians'. 
Ill could Athens endure a disaster, in itself so 
immense and aggravated, under the present dis- 
tressed condition of the city. Her last fleet was 
destroyed—her nearest and most precious island 
torn from her side; an island, which of late had 
yielded more to her wants than Attica itself, but 
which was now about to become a hostile and ag- 
gressive neighbour*. The previous revolt of Eubcea, 
occurring thirty-four years before during the max- 
imum of Athenian power, had been even then a 
terrible blow to Athens, and formed one of the 
main circumstances which forced upon her the 
humiliation of the Thirty years’ truce. But this 
second revolt took place when she had not only no 
means of reconquering the island, but no means 
even of defending Peirzeus against the blockade by 
the enemy’s fleet. The dismay and terror excited 
by the news at Athens was unbounded—even ex- 


1 Thucyd. viii. 5; viii. 95. 

3 Thucyd. viii. 95. To show what Eubcea became at a later period, 
see Demosthenés, De Fals. Legat. c. 64. p. 409---τὰ ἐν Εὐβοίᾳ xara- 
σκενασθησόμενα ὁρμητήρια ἐφ᾽ ὑμᾶς, &e.; and Demosthenés, De Corond, 
ς. 71--(ΖΖπλους δ᾽ ἡ θάλασσα ὑπὸ τῶν ἐκ τῆς Εὐβοίας ὁρμωμένων ληστῶν 
γέγονε, δια. 

Η 2 
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ceeding what had been felt after the Sicilian cata- 
strophe, or the revolt of Chios. Nor was there any 
second reserve now in the treasury, such as the 
thousand talents which had rendered such essential 
service on the last-mentioned occasion. In addition 
to their foreign dangers, the Athenians were farther 
weighed down by two intestine calamities in them- 
selves hardly supportable—alienation of their own 
fleet at Samos, and the discord, yet unappeased, 
within their own walls ; wherein the Four Hundred 
still held provisionally the reins of government, 
with the ablest and most unscrupulous leaders at 
their head. In the depth of their despair, the Athe- 
nians expected nothing less than to see the victori- 
ous fleet of Agesandridas (more than sixty triremes 
strong, including the recent captures) off the Peire- 
us, forbidding all importation, and threatening them 
with approaching famine, in combination with Agis 
at Dekeleia. The enterprise would have been easy, 
for there were neither ships nor seamen to repel 
him ; and his arrival at this critical moment would 
most probably have enabled the Four Hundred to 
resume their ascendency, with the means as well as 
the disposition to introduce a Lacedzemonian gar- 
rison into the city!. And though the arrival of the 
Athenian fleet from Samos would have prevented 
this extremity, yet it could not have arrived in 
time, except on the supposition of a prolonged 


"1 Thucyd. viii. 96. Μάλιστα δ᾽ αὐτοὺς καὶ δι᾽ éyyurdrou ἐθορύβει, εἰ 
οἱ πολέμιοι τολμήσουσι νενικηκότες εὐθὺς σφῶν ἐπὶ τὸν Πειραιᾶ ἔρημον 
ὄντα νεῶν πλεῖν καὶ ὅσον οὐκ ἤδη ἐνόμιζον αὐτοὺς παρεῖναι. Ὅπερ ἂν, 
εἰ τολμηρότεροι ἦσαν, ῥᾳδίως ἂν ἐποίησαν καὶ ἣ διέστησαν ἂν 
ἔτι μᾶλλον τὴν πόλιν ἐφορμοῦντες, ἣ εἰ ἐπολιόρκουν μένοντες, καὶ τὰς ἀπ᾽ 
Ἰωνίας ναῦς ἠνάγκασαν ἂν βοηθῆσαι, &c. 
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blockade: moreover its mere transfer from Samos 
to Athens would have left Ionia and the Hellespont 
defenceless against the Lacedemonians and Per- 
sians, and would have caused the loss of all the 
Athenian empire. Nothing could have saved Athens, 
if the Lacedemonians at this juncture had acted 
with reasonable vigour, instead of confining their 
efforts to Eubcea, now an easy and certain conquest. 
As on the former occasion, when Antiphon and 
Phrynichus went to Sparta prepared to make any 
sacrifice for the purpose of obtaining Lacedzemonian 
aid and accommodation—so now, im a still greater 
degree, Athens owed her salvation only to the fact 
that the enemies actually before her were indolent 
and dull Spartans—not enterprising Syracusans 
under the conduct of Gylippus!. And this is the 
second occasion (we may add) on which Athens was 
on the brink of ruin in consequence of the policy of 
Alkibiadés in retaining the armament at Samos. 
Fortunately for the Athenians, no Agesandridas 
appeared off Peirzus ; so that the twenty triremes, 
which they contrived to man as a remnant for de- 
fence, had no enemy to repel*. Accordingly the 
Athenians were allowed to enjoy an interval of re- 
pose which enabled them to recover partially both 
from consternation and from intestine discord. It 
was their first proceeding, when the hostile fleet 
did not appear, to convene a public assembly ; and 
that too in the Pnyx itself—the habitual scene of 
the democratical assemblies, well-calculated to re- 
inspire that patriotism which had now been dumb 
and smouldering for the four last months. In this 
1 Thucyd. vin. 96; vii. 21-55. 2 Thucyd. viii. 97. 
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assembly the tide of opinion ran vehemently against 
the FourHundred’: even those, who (like the Board 
of Elders entitled Probili) had originally counselled 
their appointment, now denounced them along 
with the rest, though severely taunted by the oli- 
garchical leader Peisander for their inconsistency. 
Votes were finally passed—1. To depose the Four 
Hundred—2. To place the whole government in 
the hands of The Five Thousand—3. Every citizen, 
who furnished a panoply either for himself, or for 
any one else, was to be of right a member of this 
body of The Five Thousand—4. No citizen was to 
receive pay for any political function, on pain of 
-becoming solemnly accursed, or excommunicated’. 


1 It is to this assembly that I refer, with confidence, the remarkable 
dialogue of contention between Peisander and Sophoklés, one of the 
Athenian Probdli, mentioned in Aristotel. Rhetoric. iii. 18, 2. There 
was no other occasion on which the Four Hundred were ever publicly 
thrown upon their defence at Athens. 

This was not Sophoklés the tragic poet, but another person of the 
same name, who appears afterwards as one of the oligarchy of Thirty. 

2 Thucyd. viii. 97. Kal ἐκκλησίαν ξυνέλεγον, μίαν μὲν εὐθὺς τότε πρῶ- 
τὸν ἐς τὴν Πνύκα καλουμένην, οὗπερ καὶ ἄλλοτε εἰώθεσαν, ἐν ἧπερ καὶ 
τοὺς τετρακοσίους καταπαύσαντες τοῖς πεντακισχιλίοις ἐψηφίσαντο 
τὰ πράγματα παραδοῦναι" εἶναι δὲ αὐτῶν, ὅποσοι καὶ ὅπλα παρέ- 
χονται" καὶ μισθὸν μηδένα φέρειν, μηδεμίᾳ ἀρχῇ, εἰ δὲ μὴ, ἐπάρατον 
ἐποιήσαντο. ᾿᾽Ἐγίγνοντο δὲ καὶ ἄλλαι ὕστερον πυκναὶ ἐκκλήσιαι, ἀφ᾽ ὧν 
καὶ νομοθέτας καὶ τᾶλλα ἐψηφίσαντο ἐς τὴν πολιτείαν. 

In this passage I dissent from the commentators on two points. 
. First, they understand this number Five Thousand as a real definite 
list of citizens, containing 5000 names, neither more nor less. Se- 
condly, they construe νομοθέτας, not in the ordinary meaning which it 
beara in Athenian constitutional language, but in the sense of fvyypa- 
eis (c. 67), “ persons to model the constitution, corresponding to the 
Evyypadeis appointed by the aristocratical party a little before ’—to 
use the words of Dr. Arnold. 

As to the first point, which is sustained also by Dr. Thirlwall (Hist. 
Gr. ch. xxviii. vol. iv. p. 51, 2nd ed.), Dr. Arnold really admits what is 
the ground of my opinion, when he says—“ Of course the number of 
citizens capable of providing themselves with heavy arms must hare 
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Such were the points determined by the first as- 
‘sembly held in the Poyx. The Archons, the Senate 


much exceeded 5000: and it is said in the defence of Polystratus, one 
of the Four Hundred (Lysias, p. 675 Reisk), that he drew up a list of 
9000. But we must suppose that all who could furnish heavy arms 
were eligible into the number of the 5000, whether the members were 
fixed on by lot, by election, or by rotation; as it had been proposed 
to appoint the Four Hundred by rotation out of the Five Thousand 
(vi. 93).” 

Dr. Arnold here throws out a supposition which by no means con- 
forms to the exact sense of the words of Thucydidés—elva: δὲ αὐτῶν, 
ὅποσοι καὶ ὅπλα παρέχονται. These words distinctly signify, that all 
who furnished heavy arms should be of the Five Thousand; should be- 
long of right to that body: which is something different from being 
eligible into the number of the Five Thousand, either by lot, rotation, 
or otherwise. The language of Thucydidés, when he describes (in the 
passage referred to by Dr. Arnold, c. 93) the projected formation of the 
Four Hundred by rotation out of the Five Thousand, is very different 
- καὶ ἐκ τούτων ἐν μέρει τοὺς τετρακοσίους ἔσεσθαι, ὅς. M. Boeckh 
(Public Economy of Athens, b. ii. ch. 21. p. 268, Eng. Tr.) is not sa- 
tisfactory in his description of this event. 

The idea which I conceive of the Five Thousand, as a number ex- 
isting from the commencement only in talk and imagination, neither 
realized nor intended to be realized—coincides with the full meaning 
of this passage of Thucydidés, as well as with everything which he had 
before said about them. 

I will here add that ὅποσοι ὅπλα παρέχονται means persons furnishing 
arms, not for themselves alone, but for others also (Xenoph. Hellen. iii. 
4, 15). 

As to the second point, the signification of νομοθέτας, I stand upon 
the general use of that word in Athenian political language: see the 
explanation earlier in this History, vol. v. ch. xlvi. p. 500. It is for 
the commentators to produce some justification of the unusual meaning 
which they assign to it—“ persons to model the constitution—commis- 
sioners who drew up the new constitution,” as Dr. Arnold, in concur- 
rence with the rest, translates it. Until some justification is produced, 
I venture to believe that νομοθέται is a word which would not be used 
in that sense with reference to nominees chosen by the democracy, and 
intended to act with the democracy : for it implies a final, decisive, au- 
thoritative determination—whereas the ξυγγραφεῖς or ‘“‘ commissioners 
to draw up a constitution,” were only invested with the function of 
submitting something for approbation to the public assembly or com- 
petent authority; that is, assuming that the public assembly remained 
an efficient reality. 

Moreover the words καὶ rdAAa would hardly be used in immediate 


é 
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of Five Hundred, &c. were renewed: after which 
many other assemblies were also held, in which No- 
mothete, Dikasts, and other institutions essential 
to the working of the democracy, were constituted. 
Various other votes were also passed ; especially 
one, on the proposition of Kritias, seconded by 
Theramenés', to restore Alkibiadés and some of 
his friends from exile ; while messages were farther 
despatched, both to him and to the armament at 
Samos, doubtless confirming the recent nomination 


sequence to νομοθέτας if the latter word meant that which the com- 
mentators suppose :—‘‘ Commissioners for framing a constitution and 
the other things towards the constitution.” Such commissioners are 
surely far too prominent and initiative in their function to be named in 
this way. Let us add, that the most material items in the new consti- 
tution (if we are so to call it) have already been distinctly specified as 
settled by public vote, before these νομοθέται are even named. 

It is important to notice, that even the Thirty, who were named six 
vears afterwards to draw up a constitution, at the moment when Sparta 
was mistress of Athens and when the people were thoroughly put down, 
are not called Νομοθέται, but are named by a circumlocution equivalent 
to ξυγγραφεῖς--Ἔδοξε τῷ δήμῳ, τριάκοντιι ἄνδρας ἑλέσθαι, of τοὺς πα- 
τρίους νόμους ξυγγράψουσι, καθ᾽ obs πολιτεύσουσι.---Αἱρεθέντες δὲ, ἐφ᾽ 
ᾧ τε ξυγγράψαι νόμους καθ᾽ οὕστινας πολιτεύσοιντο, τούτους μὲν ἀεὶ 
ἔμελλον ξυγγράφειν τε καὶ ἀποδεικνύναι, &c. (Xenophon, Hellen. ii. 3, 
2-11.) Xenophon calls Kritias and Chariklés the Nomothetee of the 
Thirty (Memor. 1. 2, 30), but this is not democracy. 

For the signification of Νομοθέτης (applied most generally to Solon, 
sometimes to others either by rhetorical looseness or by ironical taunt) 
or Νομοθέται, a numerous body of persons chosen and sworn—see Ly- 
sias cont. Nikomach. sect. 3, 33, 37; Andokidés de Mysteriis, sect. 81]-- 
85, c. 14. p. 38—where the Nomothete are a sworn body of Five Hun- 
dred, exercising conjointly with the senate the function of accepting or 
rejecting laws proposed to them. 

1 Plutarch, Alkibiadés, c. 33. Cornelius Nepos (Alkibiad. c. 5, and 
Diodorus, xiii. 38-42) mentions Theramenés as the principal author of 
the decree for restoring Alkibiadés from exile. But the precise words 
of the elegy composed by Kritias, wherein the latter vindicates this 
proceeding to himself, are cited by Plutarch, and are very good evi- 
dence. Doubtless many of the leading men supported, and none op- 
posed, the proposition. 
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of generals, apprising them of what had recently 
occurred at Athens, as well as bespeaking their full 
concurrence and unabated efforts against the com- 
mon enemy. 

Thucydidés bestows marked eulogy upon the ge- 
neral spirit of moderation and patriotic harmony 
which now reigned at Athens, and which directed 
the political proceedings of the people!. But he does 
not countenance the belief, (as he has been some- 
times understood) nor is it true in point of fact—that 
they now introduced a new constitution. Putting 
an end to the oligarchy, and to the rule of the Four 
Hundred, they restored the old demacracy, seem- 
ingly with only two modifications—first, the partial 
limitation of the right of suffrage—next, the dis- 
continuance of all payment for political functions. 
The impeachment against Antiphon, tried imme- 
diately afterwards, went before the Senate and the 
Dikastery, exactly according to the old democrati- 
cal forms of procedure. But we must presume that 
the Senate, the Dikasts, the Nomothetz, the Ekkle- 
siasts (or citizens who attended the assembly), the 
public orators who prosecuted state-criminals or de- 
fended any law when it was impugned—must have 
worked for the time without pay. 

Moreover the two modifications above-mentioned 
were of little practical effect. The exclusive body 
of Five Thousand citizens, professedly constituted 


1 Thucyd. vii. 97. Kai οὐχ ἥκιστα δὴ τὸν πρῶτον χρόνον ἐπί ye ἐμοῦ 
᾿Αθηναῖοι φαίνονται εὖ πολιτεύσαντες᾽ μετρία γὰρ ἥ τε ἐς τοὺς ὀλίγους καὶ 


τοὺς πολλοὺς ξύγκρασις ἐγένετο, καὶ ἐκ πονηρῶν τῶν πραγμάτων γενομέ- 


γων τοῦτο πρῶτον ἀνήνεγκε τὴν πόλιν. 

I refer the reader to a note on this passage in one of my former 
volumes, and on the explanation given of it by Dr. Arnold (see vol. v. 
ch. xlv. p. 444). 
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at this juncture, was neither exactly realised, nor 
long retained. It was constituted, even now, more 
as a nominal than as a real limit; a nominal total, 
yet no longer a mere blank as the Four Hundred 
had originally produced it, but containing indeed a 
number of individual names greater than the total, 
and without any assignable line of demarcation. 
The mere fact, that every one who furnished a 
panoply was entitled to be of the Five Thousand— 
and not they alone, but others besides '—shows that 
no care was taken to adhere either to that or to any 
other precise number. If we may credit a speech 
composed by Lysias?, the Four Hundred had them- 
selves (after the demolition of their intended fortress 
at Eetioneia, and when power was passing out of 
their hands) appointed a committee of their number 
to draw up for the first time a real list of The Five 
Thousand ; and Polystratus, a member of that com- 
mittee, takes credit with the succeeding democracy 
for having made the list comprise nine thousand 
names instead of five thousand. As this list of 
Polystratus (if indeed it ever existed) was never 
either published or adopted, I merely notice the 
description given of it to illustrate my position, that 
the number Five Thousand was now understood on 
all sides as an indefinite expression for a suffrage 
extensive, but not universal. The number had been 
first invented by Antiphon and the leaders of the 
Four Hundred, to cloak their own usurpation and 


1 The words of Thucydidés (viii. 97)---εἶναι δὲ αὐτῶν, ὅποσοι καὶ 
ὅπλα mapéxovrai—show that this body was not composed exclusively 
of those who furnished panoplies. It could never have been intended, 
for example, to exclude the Hippeis or Knights. 

3 Lysias, Orat. xx. pro Polystrato, c. 4. p. 675 Reisk. 
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intimidate the democracy : next, it served the pur- 
pose of Theramenés and the minority of the Four 
Hundred, as a basis on which to raise a sort of 
dynastic opposition (to use modern phraseology) 
within the limits of the oligarchy—that is, without 
appearing to overstep principles acknowledged by 
the oligarchy themselves: lastly, it was employed 
by the democratical party generally as a convenient 
middle term to slide back into the old system, with 
as little dispute as possible ; for Alkibiadés and the 
armament had sent word home that they adhered 
to the Five Thousand, and to the abolition of sala- 
ried civil functions’. 

But exclusive suffrage of the so-called Five Thou- 
sand, especially with the expansive numerical con- 
struction now adopted, was of little value either to 
themselves or to the state?; while it was an insult- 
ing shock to the feelings of the excluded multitude, 
especially to brave and active seamen like the Pa- 
rali. Though prudent as a step of momentary trans- 
ition, it could not stand, nor was any attempt made 
to preserve it in permanence—amidst a community 
so long accustomed to universal citizenship, and 
where the necessities of defence against the enemy 
called for energetic efforts from all the citizens. 


Even as to the gratuitous functions, the mem-— 


bers of the Five Thousand themselves would soon 
become tired, not less than the poorer freemen, of 
serving without pay, as senators or in other ways: 
so that nothing but absolute financial deficit would 
prevent the re-establishment, entire or partial, of 


? Thucyd. viii. 86. 
? Thacyd. viii. 92. τὸ μὲν καταστῆσαι μετόχους τοσούτους, ἄντικρυς 
ἂν δῆμον ἡγούμενοι, δια. 
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the pay'. And that deficit was never so complete 
as to stop the disbursement of the Diobely, or dis- 
stribution of two oboli to each citizen on occasion 
of various religious festivals. Such distribution con- 
tinued without interruption; though perhaps the, 
number of occasions on which it was made may 
have been lessened. 

How far, or under what restriction, any re- 
establishment of civil pay obtained footing during 
the seven years between the Four Hundred and the 
Thirty, we cannot say. But leaving this point 
undecided, we can show, that within a year after 
the deposition of the Four Hundred, the suffrage of 
the so-called Five Thousand expanded into the 
suffrage of all Athenians without exception, or into 
the full antecedent democracy. A memorable de- 
cree, passed about eleven months after that event 
—at the commencement of the archonship of Glau- 
kippus (June 410 B.c.) when the Senate of Five 
Hundred, the Dikasts and other civil functionaries, 
were renewed for the coming year, pursuant to the 
ancient democratical practice—exhibits to us the 
full democracy not merely in action, but in all the 
glow of feeling called forth by a recent restoration. 
It seems to have been thought that this first re- 
newal of archons and other functionaries, under the 
revived democracy, ought to be stamped by some 
emphatic proclamation of sentiment, analogous to 


1 See the valuable financial inscriptions in M. Boeckh’s Corpus In- 
acriptionum, part i. nos. 147, 148, which attest considerable disburse- 


_Iments for the Diobely in 410-409 s.c. 


Nor does it seem that there was much diminution during these same 
years in the private expenditure and ostentation of the Chorégi at the 
festivals and other exhibitions: see the Oration xxi. of Lysias—Ano- 
λογία Awposoxias—e. 1, 2. p. 698-700 Reiske. 
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the solemn and heart-stirring oath taken in the pre- 
ceding year at Samos. Accordingly Demophantus 
proposed and carried a (psephism or) decree’, pre- 
scribing the form of an oath to be taken by all Athe- 
nians to stand by the democratical constitution. 
The terms of his psephism and oath are striking. 
‘* If any man subvert the democracy at Athens, or 
hold any magistracy after the democracy has been 
subverted, he shall be an enemy of the Athenians. 
Let him be put to death with impunity, and let his 
property be confiscated to the public,with the re- 
servation of a tithe to Athéné. Let the man who 
has killed him, and the accomplice privy to the 
act, be accounted holy and of good religious odour. 
Let all Athenians swear an oath under the sacrifice 
of full-grown victims, in their respective tribes and 
demes, to killhim*. Let the oath be as follows :— 
“1 will kill with my own hand, if I am able, any 
man who shall subvert the democracy at Athens, or 
who shall hold any office in future after the demo- 
cracy has been subverted, or shall rise in arms for 
the purpose of making himself a despot, or shall 
help the despot to establish himself. And if any 


one else shall kill him, I will account the slayer to. 


1 About the date of this psephism or decree, see Boeckh, Staats- 
haushaltung der Athener, vol. ii. p. 168 (im the comment upon sundry 
inscriptions appended to his work, not included in the English transla- 
tion by Mr. Lewis); also Meier, De Bonis Damnatorum, sect. ii. p. 6-10. 
Wachsmuth erroneously places the date of it after the Thirty—see 
Hellen. Alterth. ii. ix. p. 267. 

2 Andokidés de Mysteriis, sect. 95-99. (c. 16, p. 48 R.}—‘O δ᾽ ἀπο- 
κτείνας τὸν ταῦτα ποιήσαντα, καὶ ὁ συμβουλεύσας, ὅσιος ἔστω καὶ evayns. 
Ὀμόσαι δ᾽ ᾿Αθηναίους ἅπαντας καθ᾽ ἱερῶν τελείων, κατὰ φυλὰς καὶ 
κατὰ δήμους, ἀποκτείνειν τὸν ταῦτα ποιήσαντα. 

The comment of Sievers (Commentationes De Xenophontis Helleni- 
cis, Berlin 1833, p. 18, 19) on the events of this time, is not clear. 
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be holy as respects both gods and demons, as 
having slain an enemy of the Athenians. And I 
engage, by word, by deed and by vote, to sell his 
property and make over one-half of the proceeds to 
the slayer, without withholding anything. If any 
man shall perish in slaying or in trying to slay the 
despot, I will be kind both to him and to his chil- 
dren, as to Harmodius and Aristogeiton and their 
descendants. And I hereby break and renounce 
all oaths which have been sworn hostile to the Athe- 
nian people, either at Athens, or at the camp (at 
Samos) or elsewhere’.’ Let all Athenians swear 
this as the regular oath immediately before the fes- 
tival of the Dionysia, with sacrifice and full-grown 
victims*; invoking upon him who keeps it, good 
things in abundance,—but upon him who breaks it, 
destruction for himself as well as for his family.” 
Such was the remarkable decree which the Athe- 
nians not only passed in senate and public assembly, 
less than a year after the deposition of the Four 
Hundred, but also caused to be engraved on a 
column close to the door of the Senate-house. It 


1 Andokidés de Mysteriis, sect. 95-99. (c. 16. p.48 R.) “Ὅποσοι δ᾽ 
ὅρκοι ὁμώμονται ᾿Αθήνῃσιν ἣ ἐν τῷ στρατοπέδῳ ἣ ἄλλοθί πον ἐνάντιοι 
τῷ δήμῳ τῶν ᾿Αθηναίων, λύω καὶ ἀφίημι. 

To what particular anti-constitutional oaths allusion is here made, we 
cannot tell. All those of the oligarchical conspirators, both at Samos 
and at Athens, are doubtless intended to be abrogated: and this oath, 
like that of the armament at Samos (Thucyd. viii. 75), is intended to 
be sworn by every one, including those who had before been members 
of the oligarchical conspiracy. Perhaps it may also be intended to 
abrogate the covenant sworn by the members of the political clubs or 
ξυνωμόσιαι among themselves, insofar as it pledged them to anti-con- 
stitutional acts (Thucyd. viii. 54-81). 

* Andokidés de Mysteriis, sect. 95-99. (c. 16. p.48 R.) Ταῦτα δὲ 
ὁμοσάντων ᾿Αθηναῖοι πάντες καθ᾽ ἱερῶν τελείων, τὸν νόμιμον ὅρκον, 
πρὸ Διονυσίων, &e. 
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plainly indicates, not merely that the democracy 
had returned, but an unusual intensity of demo- 
cratical feeling along with it. The constitution 
which all the Athenians thus swore to maintain by 
the most strenuous measures of defence, must have 
been a constitution in which all Athenians had 
political rights—not one of Five Thousand privi- 
leged persons excluding the rest!. This decree be- 
came invalid after the expulsion of the Thirty, by 
the general resolution then passed not to act upon 
any laws passed before the archonship of Eukleidés, 
unless specially re-enacted. But the column, on 
which it stood engraved, still remained, and the 
words were read upon it at least down to the time of 
the orator Lycurgus, eighty years afterwards?. 

The mere deposition of the Four Hundred, how- 
ever, and the transfer of political power to the Five 
Thousand, which took place in the first public as- 
sembly held after the defeat off Eretria—was Β0Π- 
cient to induce most of the violent leaders of the 
Four Hundred forthwith to leave Athens. Pei- 
sander, Alexiklés, and others, went off secretly to 
Dekeleia®: Aristarchus alone made his flight the 

1 Those who think that a new constitution was established (after the 
deposition of the Four Hundred) are perplexed to fix the period at which 
the old democracy was restored. K. F. Hermann and others suppose, 
without any special proof, that it was restored ut the time when Alki- 
biadés returned to Athens in 407 p.c. See K. F. Hermann, Griech. 
Staats Alterthiimer, s. 167. not. 13. 

2 Lycurgus adv. Leokrat. sect. 131. c. 31. p. 225: compare Demo- 
sthen. adv. Leptin. sect. 138. c. 34. p. 506. 

If we wanted any proof, how perfectly reckless and unmeaning is the 
mention of the name of Solon by the orators, we should find it in this 
passage of Andokidés. He calls this psephism of Demophantus a law 
of Solon (sect. 96): see above in this History, vol. iii. ch. xi. p. 163. 


? Thucyd. viii. 98. Most of these fugitives returned six years after- 
wards, after the battle of Zgospotami, when the Athenian people again 
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means of inflicting a new wound upon his country. 
Being among the number of the generals, he availed 
himself of this authority to march—with some of 
the rudest among those Scythian archers, who did 
the police duty of the city—to Cinoé on the Beeo- 
tian frontier, which was at that moment under 
siege by a body of Corinthians and Beeotians united. 
Aristarchus, in concert with the besiegers, presented 
himself to the garrison, and acquainted them that 
Athens and Sparta had just concluded peace, one of 
the conditions of which was that Ginoé should be 
surrendered to the Boeotians. He therefore, as 
general, ordered them to evacuate the place, under 
the benefit of a truce to return home. The gar- 
rison, having been closely blocked up, and kept 
wholly ignorant of the actual condition of politics, 
obeyed the order without reserve ; so that the Beo- 
tians acquired possession of this very important 
frontier position—a new thorn in the side of Athens, 
besides Dekeleia’. 

Thus was the Athenian democracy again restored, 
and the divorce between the city and the armament 
at Samos terminated, after an interruption of about 
four months by the successful conspiracy of the 
Four Hundred. It was only by a sort of miracle— 


-or rather by the incredible backwardness and stu- 


pidity of her foreign enemies—that Athens escaped 


became subject to an oligarchy in the persons of the Thirty. Several 
of them became members of the senate which worked under the Thirty 
(Lysias cont. Agorat. sect. 80. c. 18. p. 495). 

Whether Aristotelés and Chariklés were among the number of the 
Four Hundred who now went into exile, as Wattenbach affirms (De 


 Quadringent. Ath. Factione, p. 66), seems not clearly made out. 


1 Thucyd. viii. 89-90. "Apiorapyos, ἀνὴρ ἐν τοῖς μάλιστα καὶ ἐκ 
πλείστου ἐναντίος τῷ δήμῳ, &c. 
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alive from this nefarious aggression of her own 
ablest and wealthiest citizens. That the victorious 
democracy should animadvert upon and punish the 
principal actors concerned in it—who had satiated 
their own selfish ambition at the cost of so much 
suffering, anxiety, and peril, to their country—was 
nothing more than rigorous justice. But the cir- 
cumstances of the case were peculiar: for the coun- 
ter-revolution had been accomplished partly by the 
aid of a minority among the Four Hundred them- 
selves—Theramenés, Aristokratés, and others, to- 
gether with the Board of Elders called Probdli 
—all of whom had been, at the outset, either prin- 
cipals or accomplices in that system of terrorism 
and assassination, whereby the democracy had been 
overthrown and the oligarchical rulers established 
in the Senate-house. The earlier operations of the 
conspiracy, therefore, though among its worst fea- 
tures, could not be exposed to inquiry and trial, 
without compromising these parties as fellow-cri- 
minals. Theramenés evaded this difficulty, by 
selecting for animadversion a recent act of the ma- 
Jority of the Four Hundred, which he and his par- 
tisans had opposed, and on which therefore he had 
no interests adverse either to justice or to the po- 
pular feeling. He stood foremost to impeach the 
last embassy sent by the Four Hundred to Sparta 
—sent with instructions to purchase peace and 
alliance at almost any price—and connected with 
the construction of the fort at Eetioneia for the 
reception of an enemy’s garrison. This act of 
manifest treason, in which Antiphon, Phrynichus, 
and ten other known envoys were concerned, was 
VOL. VIII. I 
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chosen as the special matter for public trial and 
punishment, not less on public grounds than with 
a view to his own favour in the renewed democracy. 
But the fact that it was Theramenés who thus de- 
nounced his old friends and fellow-conspirators, 
after having lent hand and heart to their earlier 
and not less guilty deeds—was long remembered 
as a treacherous betrayal, and employed in after- 
days as an excuse for atrocious injustice against 
himself’. 

Of the twelve envoys who went on this mission, 
all except Phrynichus, Antiphon, Archeptolemus, 
and Onomaklés, seem to have already escaped to 
Dekeleia or elsewhere. Phrynichus (as I have 
mentioned a few pages above) had been assassinated 
several days before. Respecting his memory, a 
condemnatory vote had already been just passed 
by the restored Senate of Five Hundred, decreeing 
that his property should be confiscated and his 
house razed to the ground—and conferring the gift 
of citizenship, together with a pecuniary recom- 
pense, on two foreigners who claimed to have as- 
sassinated him*. The other three, Antiphon, Ar- 


ὁ Lysias cont. Eratosthen, c. 11. p. 427. sect. 66-68. Βουλόμενος δὲ 
(Theramenés) τῷ ὑμετέρῳ πλήθει πιστὸς δοκεῖν εἶναι, ᾿Αντιφῶντα καὶ 
᾿Αρχεπτόλεμον, φιλτάτους ὄντας αὐτῷ, κατηγορῶν ἀπέκτεινεν εἰς τοσοῦ- 
τὸν δὲ κακίας ἦλθεν, Sore ἅμα μὲν διὰ τὴν πρὸς ἐκείνους πίστιν ὑμᾶς 
κατεδουλώσατο, διὰ δὲ τὴν πρὸς ὑμᾶς τοὺς φίλους ἀπώλεσεν. 

Compare Xenophon, Hellen. ii. 3, 30-33. 

* That these votes, respecting the memory and the death of Phryni- 
chus, preceded the trial of Antiphon—we may gather from the con- 
cluding words of the sentence passed upon Antiphon: see Plutarch, 
Vit. X. Oratt. p. 834 B.: compare Schol. Aristoph. Lysistr. 313. 

Both Lysias and Lykurgus, the orators, contain statements about the 
death of Phrynichus which are not in harmony with Thucydidés. Both 
these orators agree in reporting the names of the two foreigners who 
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cheptolemus, and Onomaklés', were presented in 
name to the Senate by the generals (of whom pro- 
bably Theramenés was one) as having gone on a 
mission to Sparta for purposes of mischief to Athens, 
partly on board an enemy’s ship, partly through 
the Spartan garrison at Dekeleia. Upon this pre- 
sentation, doubtless a document of some length and 
going into particulars, a senator named Andron 
moved,—That the generals, aided by any ten 
senators whom they may choose, do seize the three 
persons accused, and hold them in custody for trial : 
—That the Thesmothete do send to each of the 
three a formal summons, to prepare themselves for 
trial on a future day before the Dikastery, on the 
charge of high treason—and do bring them to trial 
on the day named; assisted by the generals, the 
ten senators chosen as auxiliaries, and any other 


claimed to have slain Phrynichus, and whose claim was allowed by the 
people afterwards, in a formal reward and vote of citizenship—Thra- 
sybulus of Kalydon—Apollodorus of Megara (Lysias cont. Agorat. c. 18. 
Ῥ. 492; Lykurg. cont. Leokrat. c. 29. p. 217). 

Lykurgus says that Phrynichus was assassinated by night “ near the 
fountain hard by the willow-trees:” which is quite contradictory to 
Thucydidés, who states that the deed was done in daylight, and in the 
market-place. Agoratus, against whom the speech of Lysias is directed, 
pretended to have been one of the assassins, and claimed reward on that 
score. 

The story of Lykurgus, that the Athenian people, on the proposition 
of Kritias, exhumed and brought to trial the dead body of Phrynichus, 
and that Aristarchus and Alexiklés were put to death for undertaking 
its defence—is certainly in part false, and probably wholly false. Ari- 
starchus was then at (ποῦ, Alexiklés at Dekeleia. 

1 Onomaklés had been one of the colleagues of Phrynichus, as ge- 
neral of the armament in Ionia, in the preceding autumn (Thucyd. 
viii. 25). 

In one of the Biographies of Thucydidés (p. xxii. in Dr. Arnold’s edi- 
tion) it is stated that Onomaklés was executed along with the other 
two: but the document cited in the Pseudo-Plutarch contradicts this. 
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citizen who may please to take part, as their accu- 
sers. Each of the three was to be tried separately, 
and if condemned, was to be dealt with according 
to the penal law of the city against traitors, or per- 
sons guilty of treason’. 

Though all the three persons thus indicated were 
in Athens, or at least were supposed to be there, on 
the day when this resolution was passed by the 
Senate,— yet before it was executed, Onomaklés had 
fled; so that Antiphon and Archeptolemus only 
were imprisoned for trial. They too must have 
had ample opportunity for leaving the city, and we 
might have presumed that Antiphon would have 
thought it quite as necessary to retire as Peisander 
and Alexiklés. So acute a man as he, at no time 
very popular, must have known that now at least 
he had drawn the sword against his fellow-citizens 
in a manner which could never be forgiven. How- 
ever, he chose voluntarily to stay: and this man, 
who had given orders for taking off so many of the 
democratical speakers by private assassination, re- 
ceived from the democracy, when triumphant, full 
notice and fair trial, on a distinct and specific 
charge. The speech which he made in his defence, 
though it did not procure acquittal, was listened to, 
not merely with patience, but with admiration ; as 
we may judge from the powerful and lasting effect 
which it produced. Thucydidés describes it as the 
most magnificent defence against a capital charge, 


1 Plutarch, ‘Vit. X. Oratt. p. 834: compare Xenophon, Hellenic. i. 
7, 22. 


Apoléxis was one of the accusers of Antiphon: see Harpokration, v. 
Στασιώτης. 
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which had ever come before him'; and the poet 
Agathon, doubtless a hearer, warmly complimented 
Antiphon on his eloquence ; to which the latter re- 
plied, that the approval of one such discerning judge 
was in his eyes an ainple compensation for the un- 
friendly verdict of the multitude. Both he and 
Archeptolemus were found guilty by the Dikastery 
and condemned to the penalties of treason. They 
were handed over to the magistrates called the 
Eleven (the chiefs of executive justice at Athens) 
to be put to death by the customary draught of 
hemlock. Their properties were confiscated: their 
houses were directed to be razed, and the vacant 
site to be marked by columns, with the inscription 
—‘‘The residence of Antiphon the traitor—of 
Archeptolemus the traitor.”” They were not per- 
mitted to be buried either in Attica, or in any ter- 
ritory subject to Athenian dominion*®. Their chil- 
dren, both legitimate and illegitimate, were de- 
prived of the citizenship; and the citizen, who 
should adopt any descendant of either of them, was 
to be himself in like manner disfranchised. 

Such was the sentence passed by the Dikastery, 
pursuant to the Athenian law of treason. It was 
directed to be engraved on the same brazen column 
as the decree of honour to the slayers of Phryni- 

' Thucyd. viii. 68; Aristotel. Ethic. Eudem. iu. 5. 

Riibnken seems quite right (Dissertat. De Autiphont. p. 818 Reisk) 
in considering the oration περὶ μεταστάσεως to be Antiphon’s defence 
of himself—though Westermann (Geschichte der Griechisch. Bered- 
samkeit, p. 277) controverts this opinion. This oration is alluded to 
in several of the articles in Harpokration. 

2 So, Themistoklés, as a traitor, was not allowed to be buried in 


Attica (Thucyd. i. 138; Cornel. Nepos, Vit. Themistocl. 11. 10). His 
friends are said ἕο have brought his bones thither secretly. : 
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chus. From that column it was transcribed, and 
has thus passed into history'. 

How many of the Four Hundred oligarchs ac- 
tually came to trial or were punished, we have no 
means of knowing; but there is ground for belie- 
ving that none were put to death except Antiphon 
and Archeptolemus—perhaps also Aristarchus, the 
betrayer of Ginoé to the Beeotians. The latter is 
said to have been formally tried and condemned? : 


1 It is given at length in Pseudo-Plutarch, Vit. X. Oratt. p. 833, 
834. It was preserved by Cecilius, a Sicilian and rhetorical teacher, 
of the Augustan age ; who possessed sixty orations ascribed to Antiphon, 
twenty-five of which he considered to be spurious. 

Antiphon left a daughter, whom Kalleschrus sued for in marriage 
pursuant to the forms of law, being entitled to do so on the score of 
near relationship (ἐπεδικάσατο). Kalleschrus was himself one of the 
Four Hundred—perhaps a brother of Kritias. It seems singular that 
the legal power of suing at law for a female in marriage, by right of 
near kin (τοῦ ἐπιδικάζεσθαι), could extend to a female disfranchised and 
debarred from all rights of citizenship. 

If we may believe Harpokration, Andron (who made the motion in 
the Senate for sending Antiphon and Archeptolemus to trial) had been 
himself a member of the Four Hundred oligarchs, as well as Thera- 
menés (Harp. v. “Avdpov). 

The note of Dr. Arnold, upon that passage (vii. 68) wherein Thucy- 
didés calls Antiphon ἀρετῇ οὐδενὸς torepos— inferior to no man in 
virtue ’’—well deserves to be consulted. This passage shows in a re- 
markable manner, what were the political and private qualities which 
determined the esteem of Thucydidés. It shows that his sympathies 
went along with the oligarchical party; and that while the exaggera- 
tions of opposition speakers or demagogues, such as those which 
he imputes to Kleon and Hyperbolus, provoked his bitter hatred— 
exaggerations of the oligarchical warfare, or multiplied assassinations, 
did not make him like a man the worse. But it shows at the same time 
his great candour in the narration of facts; for he gives an undisguised 
revelation both of the assassinations, and of the treason, of Antiphon. 

2 Xenoph. Hellenic. i. 7, 28. This is the natural meaning of the 
passage; though it may also mean that a day for trial was named, 
but that Aristarchus did not appear. Aristarchus may possibly have 
been made prisoner in one of the engagements which took place be- 
tween the garrison of Dekeleia and the Athenians. The Athenian 


βαρ. LXII.) TREATMENT OF THE FOUR HUNDRED. 119 


though by what accident he afterwards came into the 
power of the Athenians, after having once effected 
his escape, we are not informed. The property of 
Peisander (he himself having escaped) was confis- 
cated, and granted either wholly or in part as a re- 
compense to Apollodorus, one of the assassins of 
Phrynichus': probably the property of the other 
conspicuous fugitive oligarchs was confiscated also. — 
Polystratus, another of the Four Hundred, who had 
only become a member of that body a few days be- 
fore its fall, was tried during absence (which ab- 
sence his defenders afterwards accounted for by 
saying that he had been wounded in the naval battle 
off Eretria) and heavily fined. 11 seems that each 
of the Four Hundred was called on to go through 
an audit and a trial of accountability (according to 
the practice general at Athens with magistrates 
going out of office). Such of them as did not ap- 
pear to this trial were condemned to fine, to exile, 
or to have their names recorded as traitors: but 
most of those who did appear seem to have been 
acquitted, partly, we are told, by bribes to the Lo- 
gist or auditing officers—though some were con- 
demned either to fine or to partial political disabi- 
lity, along with those hoplites who had been the 
most marked partisans of the Four Hundred’. 


exiles in a body established themselves at Dekeleia and carried on con- 
stant war with the citizens at Athens: see Lysias, De Bonis Nici ΕἾΔ» 
tris, Or. xviii. ch. 4. p. 604; Pro Polystrato, Orat. xx. c. 7. p. 688; 
Andokidés de Mysteriis, c. 17. p. 50. 

1 Lysias, De OleA Sacr&, Or. vii. ch. 2. p. 263 Reisk. 

3 “« Quadringentis ipsa dominatio fraudi non fuit; imo qui cum 
Theramene et Aristocrate steterant, in magno honore habiti sunt : om- 
nibus autem rationes reddende fuerunt; qui solum vertissent, prodi- 
tores judicati sunt, nomina in publico proposita” (Wattenbach, De 
Quadringentorum Athenis Factione, p. 65). 

From the peephism of Patrokleidés (passed six years subsequently, 
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Indistinctly as we make out the particular pro- 
ceedings of the Athenian people at this restora- 


after the battle of A{gospotamos) we learn that the names of such 
among the Four Hundred as did not stay to take their trial, were en- 
graved on pillars distinct from those who were tried and condemned 
either to fine or to various disabilities—Andokidés de Mysteriis, sect. 
75-78—Kal ὅσα ὀνόματα τῶν τετρακοσίων τινὸς ἐγγέγραπται, ἣ ἄλλο τι 
περὶ τῶν ἐν τῇ ὀλιγαρχίᾳ πραχθέντων ἔστι που γεγραμμένον, πλὴν 
ὅποσα ἐν στήλαις γέγραπται τῶν μὴ ἔνθαδε μεινάντων, &c. 
(these last names, as the most criminal, were excepted from the am- 
nesty of Patrokleidés.) 

We here see that there were two categories among the condemned 
Four Hundred :—1. Those who remained to stand the trial of account- 
ability, and were condemned either to a fine which they could not pay, 
or to some positive disability. 2..Those who did not remain to stand 
their trial, and were condemned par contumace. 

Along with the first category we find uther names besides those of 
the Four Hundred, found guilty as their partisans—daAdo re (ὄνομα) 
περὶ τῶν ἐν τῇ ὀλιγαρχίᾳ πραχθέντων. Among these partisans we may 
rank the soldiers mentioned a little before, sect. 75—ol στρατιῶται, οἷς 
ὅτι ἐπέμειναν ἐπὶ τῶν τυράννων ἐν τῇ πόλει, τὰ μὲν ἄλλα ἦν ἅπερ τοῖς 
ἄλλοις πολίταις, εἰπεῖν δ᾽ ἐν τῷ δήμῳ οὐκ ἐξῆν αὐτοῖς οὐδὲ βουλεῦσαι--- 
where the preposition ἐπὶ seems to signify not simply contemporaneous- 
ness, but a sort of intimate connection, like the phrase ἐπὶ προστάτου 
οἰκεῖν (see Matthire, Gr. Gr. sect. 584; Kiihner, Gr. Gr. sect. 611). 

The oration of Lysias pro Polystrato is on several points obscure : but 
we make out that Polystratus was one of the Four Hundred who did 
uot come to stand his trial of accountability, and was therefore con- 
demned in his absence. Severe accusations were made against him, 
and he was falsely asserted to be the cousin, whereas he was in reality 
only fellow-demot, of Phrynichus (sect. 20, 24, 11). The defence ex- 
plains his non-appearance by saying that he had been wounded at the 
battle of Eretria, and that the trial took place immediately after the 
deposition of the Four Hundred (sect. 14, 24). He was heavily fined, 
and deprived of his citizenship (sect. 15, 33, 38). It would appear that 
the fine was greater than his property could discharge: accordingly 
this fine, remaining unpaid, would become chargeable upon his sons 
after his death, and unless they could pay it, they would come into the 
situation of insolvent public debtors to the state, which would debar 
them from the exercise of the rights of citizenship, so long as the debt 
remained unpaid. But while Polystratus was alive, his sons were 
not hable to the state for the payment of his fine; and they therefore 
still remained citizens and in the full exercise of their rights, though he 
was disfranchised. They were three sons, all of whom had served with 
credit as hoplites, and even as horsemen, in Sicily and elsewhere. In 
the speech before us, one of them prefers a petition to the Dikastery 
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tion of the democracy, we know from Thucydidés 
that their prudence and moderation were exemplary. 
The eulogy, which he bestows in such emphatic 
terms upon their behaviour at this juncture, is 
indeed doubly remarkable’: first, because it comes 
from an exile, not friendly to the democracy, and 
a strong admirer of Antiphon ; next, because the 
juncture itself was one eminently trying to the 
popular morality, and likely to degenerate, by 
almost natural tendency, into excess of reactionary 
vengeance and persecution. The democracy was 
now one hundred years old, dating from Kleisthenés 
—and fifty years old, even dating from the final 
reforms of Ephialtés and Periklés; so that self- 
government and political equality were a part of 
the habitual sentiment of every man’s bosom— 
heightened in this case by the fact that Athens was 
not merely a democracy, but an imperial democracy, 
having dependencies abroad?. At a moment when, 
from unparalleled previous disasters, she is barely 
able to keep up the struggle against her foreign 
that the sentence passed against his father may be mitigated—partly 
on the ground that it was unmerited, being passed while his father was 
afraid to stand forward in his own defence— partly as recompense for 
distinguished military services of all the three sons. The speech was 
delivered at a time later than the battle of Kynosséma, in the autumn 
of this year (sect. 31), but not very long after the overthrow of the 
Four Hundred, and certainly (I think) long before the Thirty; so that 
the assertion of Taylor (Vit. Lysiew, p. 55) that all the extant orations 
of Lysias bear date after the Thirty, must be received with this exception. 

1 This testimony of Thucydidés is amply sufficient to refute the vague 
assertions in the Oration xxv. of Lysias (Δήμου Καταλυσ. ᾽᾿Απολ. sec. 34, 
35) about great enormities now committed by the Athenians; though 
Mr. Mitford copies these assertions as if they were real history, referring 
them to a time four years afterwards (Elistory of Greece, ch. xx. s. 1. 


vol. iv. p. 327). 
2 Thucyd. vii. 68. 


Favourable 
judgment 
of Thucy- 
didés on 
the conduct 
of the 
Athenians. 


122 HISTORY OF GREECE. [Part II. 


enemies, a small knot of her own wealthiest citizens, 
taking advantage of her weakness, contrive, by a 
tissue of fraud and force not less flagitious than skil- 
fully combined, to concentrate in their own hands 
the powers of the state, and to tear from their 
- countrymen the security against bad government, 
the sentiment of equal citizenship, and the long-esta- 
blished freedom of speech. Nor is this all: these 
conspirators not only plant an oligarchical sove- 
reignty in the Senate-house, but also sustain that 
sovereignty by inviting a foreign garrison from 
without, and by betraying Athens to her Pelopon- 
nesian enemies. Two more deadly injuries it is 
impossible to imagine; and from neither of them 
would Athens have escaped, if her foreign enemy 
had manifested reasonable alacrity. Considering 
the immense peril, the narrow escape, and the im- 
paired condition in which Athens was left notwith- 
standing her escape—we might well have expected 
in the people a violence of reactionary hostility such 
as every calm observer, while making allowance 
for the provocation, must nevertheless have con- 
demned ; and perhaps somewhat analogous to that 
exasperation which, under very similar circum- 
stances, had caused the bloody massacres at Kor- 
kyra’. And when we find that this is exactly the 
occasion which Thucydidés (an observer rather less 
than impartial) selects to eulogise their good con- 
duct and moderation, we are made deeply sensible 
of the good habits which their previous democracy 
must have implanted in them, and which now 
served as a corrective to the impulse of the actual 
1 See, about the events in Korkyra, vol. vi. ch. 1. p. 382. 
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moment. They had become familiar with the ce- 
menting force of a common sentiment; they had 
learnt to hold sacred the inviolability of law and 
justice, even in respect to their worst enemy; and 
what was of not less moment, the frequency and 
freedom of political discussion had taught them not 
only to substitute the contentions of the tongue for 
those of the sword, but also to conceive their situa- 
tion with its present and prospective liabilities, in- 
stead of being hurried away by blind retrospective 
vengeance against the past. 

There are few contrasts in Grecian history more 
memorable or more instructive, than that between 
this oligarchical conspiracy,—conducted by some of 
the ablest hands at Athens—and the democratical 
movement going on at the same time in Samos, 
among the Athenian armament and the Samian 
citizens. In the former we have nothing but selfish- 
ness and personal ambition from the beginning: 
first, a partnership to seize for their own advantage 
the powers of government—next, after this object 
has been accomplished, a breach among the part- 
hers, arising out of disappointment alike selfish. 
We find appeal made to nothing but the worst ten- 
dencies—either tricks to practise upon the credulity 
of the people, or extra-judicial murders to work upon 
their fear. Inthe latter, on the contrary, the senti- 
ment invoked is that of common patriotism, and 
equal, public-minded sympathy. That which we 
read in Thucydidés—when the soldiers of the arma- 
ment and the Samian citizens, pledged themselves to 
each other by solemn oaths to uphold their demo- 
cracy, to maintain harmony and good feeling with 
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each other, to prosecute energetically the war against 
the Peloponnesians, and to remain at enmity with 
the oligarchical conspirators at Athens—is a scene 
among the most dramatic and inspiriting which 
occurs in his history’. Moreover we recognise at 
Samos the same absence of reactionary vengeance 
as at Athens, after the attack of the oligarchs, 
Athenian as well as Samian, has been repelled ; 
although those oligarchs had begun by assassinating 
Hyperbolus and others. There is throughout this 
whole democratical movement at Samos a generous 
exaltation of common sentiment over personal, and 
at the same time an absence of ferocity against op- 
ponents, such as nothing except democracy ever 
inspired in the Grecian bosom. 

It is indeed true that this was a special move- 
ment of generous enthusiasm; and that the details of 
a democratical government correspond to it but im- 
perfectly. Neither in the life of an individual, nor 
in that of a people, does the ordinary and every-day 
movement appear at all worthy of those particular 
seasons in which a man is lifted above his own level, 
and becomes capable of extreme devotion and he- 
roism. Yet such emotions, though their complete 
predominance is never otherwise than transitory, 
have their foundation in veins of sentiment which 
are not even at other times wholly extinct, but count 
among the manifold forces tending to modify and 
improve, if they cannot govern, human action. 
Even their moments of transitory predominance 
leave-a luminous track behind, and render the men 
who have passed through them more apt to con- 


1 Thueyd. viii. 75. 
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ceive again the same generous impulse, though in 
fainter degree. It is one of the merits of Grecian 
democracy that it did raise this feeling of equal and 
patriotic communion: sometimes, and on rare oc- 
casions, like the scene at Samos, with overwhelining 
intensity, so as to impassion an unanimous multi- 
tude ; more frequently, in feebler tide, yet such as 
gave some chance to an honest and eloquent orator 
of making successful appeal to public feeling against 
corruption or selfishness. If we follow the move- 
ments of Antiphon and his fellow-conspirators at 
Athens, contemporaneous with the democratical 
manifestations at Samos, we shall see that not only 
was no such generous impulse included in it, but 
the success of their scheme depended upon their 
being able to strike all common and active patriot- 
ism out of the Athenian bosom. Under the ‘‘ cold 
shade ” of their oligarchy—even if we suppose the 
absence of cruelty and rapacity, which would pro- 
bably soon have become rife had their dominion 
lasted, as we shall presently learn from the history 
of the second oligarchy of Thirty—no sentiment 
would have been left to the Athenian multitude 
except fear, servility, or at best a tame and dumb 
sequacity to leaders whom they neither chose nor 
controled. ‘To those who regard different forms of 
government as distinguished from each other mainly 
by the feelings which each tends to inspire in ma- 
gistrates as well as citizens, the contemporaneous 
scenes of Athens and Samos will suggest instruct- 
ive comparisons between Grecian oligarchy and 
Grecian democracy. 


s.c. 411. 
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CHAPTER LXIITI. 


THE RESTORED ATHENIAN DEMOCRACY, AFTER THE 
DEPOSITION OF. THE FOUR HUNDRED, DOWN TO THE 
ARRIVAL OF CYRUS THE YOUNGER IN ASIA MINOR. 


Tue oligarchy of Four Hundred at Athens (installed 
in the Senate-house about February or March 411 
B.c., and deposed about July of the same year), after 
four or five months of danger and distraction such 
as to bring her almost within the grasp of her ene- 
mies, has now been terminated by the restoration 
of her democracy; with what attendant circum- 
stances, has been amply detailed. J now revert to 
the military and naval operations on the Asiatic 
coast, partly contemporaneous with the political dis- 
sensions at Athens, above described. 

It has already been stated that the Peloponnesian 
fleet of 94 triremes!, having remained not less than 
80 days idle at Rhodes, had come back to Milétus 
towards the end of March; with the intention of 
proceeding to the rescue of Chios, which a portion 
of the Athenian armament under Strombichidés 
had been for some time besieging, and which was 
now in the greatest distress. The main Athenian 
fleet at Samos, however, prevented Astyochus from 
effecting this object, since he did not think it ad- 
visable to hazard a general battle. He was influ- 
enced partly by the bribes, partly by the delusions 
of Tissaphernés, who sought only to wear out both 
parties by protracted war, and who now professed 

1 Thucyd. vin. 44, 45. 
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to be on the point of bringing up the Phenician 
fleet to his aid. Astyochus had in his fleet the 
ships which had been brought over for co-operation 
with Pharnabazus at the Hellespont, and which 
were thus equally unable to reach their destina- 
tion. To meet this difficulty, the Spartan Der- 
kyllidas was sent with a body of troops by land to 
the Hellespont, there to join Pharnabazus, in acting 
against Abydos and the neighbouring dependencies 
of Athens. Abydos, connected with Milétus by co- 
lonial ties, set the example of revolting from Athens 
to Derkyllidas and Pharnabazus ; an example fol- 
lowed, two days afterwards, by the neighbouring 
town of Lampsakus. 

It does not appear that there was at this time 
any Athenian force in the Hellespont ; and the news 
of this danger to the empire in a fresh quarter, 
when conveyed to Chios, alarmed Strombichidés, 
the commander of the Athenian besieging arma- 
ment. Though the Chians, driven to despair by 
increasing famine as well as by want of relief from 
Astyochus, and having recently increased their fleet 
to 36 triremes against the Athenian 32, by the ar- 
rival of 12 ships under Leon (obtained from Mi- 
létus during the absence of Astyochus at Rhodes) 
had sallied out and fought an obstinate naval bat- 
tle against the Athenians, with some advantage'— 
yet Strombichidés felt compelled immediately to 
carry away 24 triremes and a body of hoplites for 
the relief of the Hellespont. Hence the Chians be- 
came sufficiently masters of the sea, to provision 


1 Thueyd. viii. 61, 62. οὐκ ἔλασσον ἔχοντες means a certain success, 
not very decisive. 
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themselves afresh, though the Athenian armament 
and fortified post still remained on the island. Astyo- 
chus also was enabled to recall Leon with the twelve 
triremes to Milétus, and thus to strengthen his 
main fleet'. 

The present appears to have been the time, when 
the oligarchical party both in the town and in the 
camp at Samos, were laying their plan of conspiracy 
as already recounted, and when the Athenian gene- 
rals were divided in opinion—Charminus siding with 
this party, Leon and Diomedon against it. Apprised 
of the reigning dissension, Astyochus thought it a 
favourable opportunity for sailing with his whole fleet 
up to the harbour of Samos, and offering battle; but 
the Athenians were in no condition to leave the har- 
bour. He accordingly returned to Milétus, where 
he again remained inactive, in expectation (real or 
pretended) of the arrival of the Phenician ships. 
But the discontent of his own troops, especially the 
Syracusan contingent, presently became uncon- 
trollable. They not only murmured at the inaction 
of the armament during this precious moment of 
disunion in the Athenian camp, but also detected 
the insidious policy of Tissaphernés in thus fritter- 
ing away their strength without result ; a policy still 
more keenly brought home to their feelings by his 
irregularity in supplying them with pay and provi- 
sion, which caused serious distress. ΤῸ appease 
their clamours, Astyochus was compelled to call to- 
gether a general assembly, the resolution of which 
was pronounced in favour of immediate battle. He 
accordingly sailed from Milétus with his whole fleet 

} Thucyd. viii. 63. 
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of 112 triremes round to the promontory of Mykalé 
immediately opposite Samos—ordering the Milesian 
hoplites to cross the promontory by land to the 
same point. ‘The Athenian fleet, now consisting of 
only 82 sail, in the absence of Strombichidés, was 
then moored near Glauké on the mainland of My- 
kalé: but the public decision just taken by the Pe- 
loponnesians to fight becoming known to them, they 
retired to Samos, not being willing to engage with 
such inferior numbers’. 

It seems to have been during this last interval of 
inaction on the part of Astyochus, that the oligar- 
chical party in Samos made their attempt and mis- 
carried ; the reaction from which attempt brought 
about, with little delay, the great democratical mani- 
festation, and solemn collective oath, of the Athenian 
armament—coupled with the nomination of new, 
cordial, and unanimous generals. They were now in 
high enthusiasm, anxious for battle with the enemy, 
and Strombichidés had been sent forimmediately, that 
the fleet might be united against the main enemy at 
Milétus. That officer had recovered Lampsakus, but 
had failed in his attempt on Abydos*. Having esta- 
blished a central fortified station at Sestos, he now 
rejoined the fleet at Samos, which by his arrival 
was increased to 108 sail. He arrived in the night, 
when the Peloponnesian fleet was preparing to re- 
new its attack from Mykalé the next morning. It 
consisted of 112 ships, and was therefore still supe- 
rior in number to the Athenians. But having now 
learnt both the arrival of Strombichidés, and the 

1 Thucyd. viii. 78, 79. 2 Thucyd. viii. 62. 
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renewed spirit as well as unanimity of the Athe- 
nians, the Peloponnesian commanders did not ven- 
ture to persist in their resolution of fighting. They 
returned back to Milétus, to the mouth of which 
harbour the Athenians sailed, and had the satisfac- 
tion of offering battle to an unwilling enemy’. 
Such confession of inferiority was well-calculated 
to embitter still farther the discontents of the Pelo- 
ponnesian fleet at Milétus. Tissaphernés had be- 
come more and more parsimonious in furnishing 
pay and supplies ; while the recall of Alkibiadés to 
Samos, which happened just now, combined with 
the uninterrupted apparent intimacy between him 
and the satrap, confirmed their belief that the latter 
was intentionally cheating and starving them, in 
the interest of Athens. At the same time, earnest 
invitations arrived from Pharnabazus, soliciting the 
co-operation of the fleet at the Hellespont, with 
liberal promises of pay and maintenance. Klear- 
chus, who had been sent out with the last squadron 
from Sparta for the express purpose of going to aid 
Pharnabazus, claimed to be allowed to execute his 
orders ; while Astyochus also, having renounced the 
idea of any united action, thought it now expedient 
to divide the fleet, which he was at a loss how to sup- 
port. Accordingly Klearchus was sent with forty 
triremes from Milétus to the Hellespont, yet with 
instructions to evade the Athenians at Samos by 
first stretching out westward into the Adgean. En- 
countering severe storms, he was forced with the 
greater part of his squadron to seek shelter at Delos, 
1 Thucyd. viii. 79. 
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and even suffered so much damage as to return to 
Milétus, from whence he himself marched to the 
Hellespont by land. Ten of his triremes, however, 
under the Megarian Helixus, weathered the storm 
and pursued their voyage to the Hellespont, which 
was at this moment unguarded, since Strombichidés 
seems to have brought back all his squadron. He- 
lixus passed on unopposed to Byzantium, a Doric 
city and Megarian colony, from whence secret in- 
vitations had already reached him, and which he 
now induced to revolt from Athens. This unto- 
ward news admonished the Athenian generals at 
Samos, whose vigilance the circuitous route of 
Klearchus had eluded, of the necessity of guarding 
the Hellespont, whither they sent a detachment, 
and even attempted in vain to recapture Byzantium. 
Sixteen fresh triremes afterwards proceeded from 
Milétus to the Hellespont and Abydos, thus enabling 
the Peloponnesians to watch that strait as well as 
the Bosphorus and Byzantium’, and even to ravage 
the Thracian Chersoneese. 

Meanwhile the discontents of the fleet at Mi- 


létus broke out into open mutiny against Astyochus : 


and Tissaphernés. Unpaid and only half-fed, the 
seamen came together in crowds to talk over their 
grievances ; denouncing Astyochus as having be- 
trayed them for his own profit to the satrap, who 
was treacherously ruining the armament under the 
inspirations of Alkibiadés. Even some of the offi- 
cers, whose silence had been hitherto purchased, 
began to hold the same language ; perceiving that 


1 Thucyd. viii. 80-99. 
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the mischief was becoming irreparable, and that the 
men were actually on the point of desertion. Above 
all, the incorruptible Hermokratés of Syracuse, and 
Dorieus the Thurian commander, zealously espoused 
the claims of their seamen, who being mostly free- 
men (in greater proportion than the crews of the 
Peloponnesian ships), went in a body to Astyochus, 
with loud complaints and demand of their arrears 
of pay. But the Peloponnesian general received them 
with haughtiness and even with menace, lifting up 
his stick to strike the commander Dorieus while ad- 
vocating their cause. Such was the resentment of 
‘the seamen that they rushed forward to pelt Astyo- 
chus with missiles: he took refuge, however, on a 
neighbouring altar, so that no actual mischief was 
done’. 

Nor was the discontent confined to the seamen 
of the fleet. The Milesians also, displeased and 
alarmed at the fort which Tissaphernés had built in 
their town, watched an opportunity of attacking it 
by surprise, and expelled his garrison. Though 
the armament in general, npw full of antipathy 
against the satrap, sympathised in this proceeding, 
yet the Spartan commissioner Lichas censured it 
severely, and intimated to the Milesians that they, 
as well as the other Greeks in the king’s territory, 
were bound to be subservient to Tissaphernés within 
all reasonable limits—and even to court him by 
extreme subservience, until the war should be pros- 
perously terminated. It appears that in other mat- 
ters also, Lichas had enforced instead of mitigating 


1 Thucyd. viii. 83, 84. 
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the authority of the satrap over them; so that the 
Milesians now came to hate him vehemently’, and 
when he shortly afterwards died of sickness, they 
refused permission to bury him in the spot (pro- 
bably some place of honour) which his surviving 
countrymen had fixed upon. Though Lichas in 
these enforcements only carried out the stipulations 
of his treaty with Persia, yet it is certain that the 
Milesians, instead of acquiring autonomy according 
to the general promises of Sparta, were now farther 
from it than ever, and that imperial Athens had 
protected them against Persia much better than 
Sparta. 

The subordination of the armament, however, 
was now almost at an end, when Mindarus arrived 
from Sparta as admiral to supersede Astyochus, 
who was summoned home and took his departure. 
Both Hermokratés and some Milesian deputies 
availed themselves of this opportunity to go to 
Sparta for the purpose of preferring complaints 
against Tissaphernés; while the latter on his part 
sent thither an envoy named Gaulites (a Karian 
brought up in equal familiarity with the Greek and 
Karian languages) both to defend himself against 
the often-repeated charges of Hermokratés, that he 
had been treacherously withholding the pay under 
concert with Alkibiadés and the Athenians—and to 
denounce the Milesians on his own side, as having 


} Thucyd. viii. 84. Ὁ μέντοι Λίχας οὔτε ἠρέσκετο αὐτοῖς, ἔφη re 
χρῆναι Τισσαφέρνει καὶ δουλεύειν Μιλησίους καὶ τοὺς ἄλλους ἐν τῇ 
βασιλεως τὰ μέτρια, καὶ ἐπιθεραπεύειν ἕως ἂν τὸν πόλεμον εὖ θῶνται. Οἱ 
δὲ Μιλήσιοι ὠργίζοντό τε αὐτῷ καὶ διὰ ταῦτα καὶ 8¢ ἄλλα τοιουτότροπα, δις. 
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wrongfully demolished his fort'. At the same time, 
he thought it necessary to put forward a new pre- 
tence, for the purpose of strengthening the nego- 
tiations of his envoy at Sparta, soothing the impa- 
tience of the armament, and conciliating the new 
admiral Mindarus. He announced that the Phe- 
nician fleet was on the point of arriving at Aspendus 
in Pamphylia, and that he was going thither to 
meet it, for the purpose of bringing it up to the 
seat of war to co-operate with the Peloponnesians. 
He invited Lichas to accompany him, and engaged 
to leave Tamos at Milétus, as deputy during his 
absence, with orders to furnish pay and mainte- 
nance to the fleet?. 

Mindarus, a new commander without any expe- 
rience of the mendacity of Tissaphernés, was im- 
posed upon by this plausible assurance, and even 
captivated by the near prospect of so powerful a 


_ reinforcement. He despatched an officer named 


Philippus with two triremes round the Triopian 
Cape to Aspendus, while the satrap went thither by 
land. 

_ Here again was a fresh delay of no inconsiderable 
length, while Tissaphernés was absent at Aspendus, 
on this ostensible purpose. Some time elapsed be- 


fore Mindarus was undeceived, for Philippus found 


the Phenician fleet at Aspendus, and was therefore 
at first full of hope that it was really coming on- 
ward. But the satrap soon showed that his pur- 
pose now, as heretofore, was nothing better than 
delay and delusion. The Phenician ships were 147 


1 Thueyd. viii. 85. 2 Thucyd. viii. 87. 
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in number; a fleet more than sufficient for con- 
cluding the maritime war, if brought up to act zeal- 
ously. But Tissaphernés affected to think that 
this was a small force, unworthy of the majesty of 
the Great King ; who had commanded a fleet of 
300 sail to be fitted out for the service’. He waited 
for some time in pretended expectation that more 
ships were on their way, disregarding all the re- 
monstrances of the Lacedzmonian officers. 

Presently arrived the Athenian Alkibiadés, with 
thirteen Athenian triremes, exhibiting himself as on 
the best terms with the satrap. He too had made 
use of this approaching Phenician fleet to delude 
his countrymen at Samos, by promising to go and 
meet Tissaphernés at Aspendus, and to determine 
him, if possible, to send the fleet to the asssistance 
of Athens—but at the very least, not to send it to 
the aid of Sparta. The latter alternative of the 
promise was sufficiently safe, for he knew well that 
Tissaphernés had no intention of applying the fleet 
to any really efficient purpose. But he was thereby 
enabled to take credit with his countrymen for ha- 
ving been the means of diverting this formidable 
reinforcement from the enemy. 

Partly the apparent confidence between Tissa- 
phernés and Alkibiadés—partly the impudent shifts 

1 Thucyd. viii. 87. This greater total, which Tissaphernés pretended 
that the Great King purposed to send, is specified by Diodorus at 300 
eail. Thucydidés does not assign any precise number (Diodor. xiii. 
38, 42, 46). 

On a subsequent occasion, too, we hear of the Phenician fleet as 
intended to be augmented to a total of 300 sail (Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 


4,1). It seems to have been the sort of standing number for a fleet 
worthy of the Persian king. 
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Phenicians of the former, grounded on the incredible pretence 
en nis- that the fleet was insufficient in number—at length 
without ac- satisfied Philippus that the present was only a new 


motives of manifestation of deceit. After a long and vexatious 

ae interval, he apprised Mindarus—not without indig- 
nant abuse of the satrap—that nothing was to be 
hoped from the fleet at Aspendus. Yet the proceeding 
of Tissaphernés, indeed, in bringing up the Pheni- 
cians to that place, and still withholding the order 
for farther advance and action, was in every one’s 
eyes mysterious and unaccountable. Some fancied 
that he did it with a view of levying larger bribes 
from the Phenicians themselves, as a premium for 
being sent home without fighting, as it appears 
that they actually were. But Thucydidés supposes 
that he had no other motive than that which had 
determined his behaviour during the last year—to 
protract the war and impoverish both Athens and 
Sparta, by setting up a fresh deception, which would 
last for some weeks, and thus procure so much 
delay'. The historian is doubtless right: but with- 
out his assurance, it would have been difficult to 
believe, that the maintenance of a fraudulent pre- 
tence, for so inconsiderable a time, should have 
been held as an adequate motive for bringing this 
large fleet from Phenicia to Aspendus, and then 
sending it away unemployed. 

Having at length lost all hope of the Phenician 
ships, Mindarus resolved to break off all dealing 
with the perfidious Tissaphernés—the more so as 
Tamos, the deputy of the latter, though left osten- 


1 Thucyd. viii. 87, 88, 99. 
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sibly to pay and keep the fleet, performed that duty Mindarus 
with greater irregularity than ever—and to conduct δία, with 
his fleet to the Hellespont into co-operation with bs tet— 
Pharnabazus, who still continued his promises and "7. 
invitations. The Peloponnesian fleet’ (73 triremes and the | 
strong, after deducting 13 which had been sent fiet at 
under Dorieus to suppress some disturbances in teabos. 
Rhodes) having been carefully prepared beforehand, 
was put in motion by sudden order, so that no 
previous intimation might reach the Athenians at 
Samos. After having been delayed some days at 
Ikarus by bad weather, Mindarus reached Chios in 
safety. But here he was pursued by Thrasyllus, 
who passed, with 55 triremes, to the northward of 
Chios, and was thus between the Lacedzemonian 
admiral and the Hellespont. Believing that Min- 
darus would remain some time at Chios, Thrasyllus 
placed scouts both on the high lands of Lesbos 
and on the continent opposite Chios, in order that 
he might receive instant notice of any movement 
on the part of the enemy’s fleet?. Meanwhile he 
employed his Athenian force in reducing the Lesbian 
town of Eresus, which had been lately prevailed on 
to revolt by a body of 300 assailants from Kymé 
under the Theban Anaxander—partly Methymnzan 
exiles with some political sympathisers, partly mer- 

1 Diodor. xiii. 38. 

3 Thucyd. viii. 100. Αἰσθόμενος δὲ ὅτι ἐν τῇ Χίῳ εἴη, καὶ νομίσας 
αὐτὸν καθέξειν αὐτοῦ, σκοποὺς μὲν κατεστήσατο καὶ ἐν τῇ Λέσβῳ, καὶ ἐν 
τῇ ἀντιπέρας ἠπείρῳ, εἰ ἄρα ποι κινοῖντο αἱ νῆες, ὅπως μὴ λάθοιεν, &c. 

I construe τῇ ἀντιπέρας ἠπείρῳ as meaning the mainland opposite 
Chios, not opposite Lesbos. The words may admit either sense, since 


Xie and αὐτοῦ follow so immediately before: and the situation for the 
scouts was much more suitable, opposite the northern portion of Chios. 
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cenary foreigners—who succeeded in carrying 
Eresus after failing in an attack on Methymna. 
Thrasyllus found before Eresus a small Athenian 
squadron of five triremes under Thrasybulus, who 
had been despatched from Samos to try and forestall 
the revolt, but had arrived too late. He was farther 
joined by two triremes from the Hellespont, and 
by others from Methymna, so that his entire fleet 
reached the number of 67 triremes, with which he 
proceeded to lay siege to Eresus; trusting to his 
scouts for timely warning in case the enemy’s fleet 
should move northward. 

Mindarus The course which Thrasyllus expected the Pe- 

cludes | loponnesian fleet to take, was to sail from Chios 


Th , 
and reaches northward through the strait which separates the 
pont. north-eastern portion of that island trom Mount 
Mimas on the Asiatic mainland: after which it 
would probably sail past Eresus on the western side 
of Lesbos, as being the shortest track to the Hel- 
lespont—though it might also go round on the 
eastern side between Lesbos and the continent, by 
a somewhat longer route. The Athenian scouts 
were planted so as to descry the Peloponnesian fleet 
if it either passed through this strait or neared the 
island of Lesbos. But Mindarus did neither ; thus 
eluding their watch, and reaching the Hellespont 
without the knowledge of the Athenians. Having 
passed two days in provisioning his ships, receiving 
besides from the Chians three tesserakosts (a Chian 
coin of unknown value) for each man among his 
seamen, he departed on the third day from Chios, 
but took a southerly route and rounded the island 
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in all haste on its western or sea-side. Having 
reached and passed the northern latitude of Chios, 
he took an eastward course, with Lesbos at some 
distance to his left-hand, direct to the mainland ; 
which he touched at a harbour called Karterii in 
the Phokzan territory. Here he stopped to give 
the crew their morning meal: he then crossed the 
arc of the Gulf of Kymé to the little islets called 
Arginusee (close on the Asiatic continent opposite 
Mityléné), where he again halted for supper. Con- 
tinuing his voyage onward during most part of the 
night, he was at Harmatis (on the continent, di- 
rectly northward and opposite to Methymna) by 
the next day’s morning meal: then still hastening 
forward after a short halt, he doubled Cape Lektum, 
sailed along the Troad and past Tenedos, and 
reached the entrance of the Hellespont before mid- 
night ; where his ships were distributed at Sigeium, 
Rheeteium, and other neighbouring places’. 


1 Thucyd. viii. 101. The latter portion of this voyage is sufficiently 
distinct ; the earlier portion less so. I describe it in the text differently 
from all the best and most recent editors of Thucydidés; from whom I 
dissent with the less reluctance, as they all here take the gravest liberty 
with his text, inserting the negative οὐ on pure conjecture, without the 
authority of a single MS. Niebuhr has laid it down as almost a canon 
of ctiticism that this is never to be done: yet here we have Kriiger 
recommending it, and Haack, Goller, Dr. Arnold, Poppo, and M. Didot, 
all adopting it as a part of the text of Thucydidés; without even 
following the caution of Bekker in his small edition, who admonishes 
the reader by enclosing the word in brackets. Nay, Dr. Armold goes 
so far as to say in note, “ This correction is so certain and so neces- 
sary, that it only shows the inattention of the earlier editors that it was 
not made long since.”’ 

The words of Thucydidés, without this correction and as they stood 
universally before Haack’s edition (even in Bekker’s edition of 1821), 
are— 
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By this well-laid course, and accelerated voyage, 
the Peloponnesian fleet completely eluded the lookers- 


ὋὉ δὲ Μίνδαρος ἐν τούτῳ καὶ ai ἐκ τῆς Χίου τῶν Πελοποννησίων νῆες, 
ἐπισιτισάμεναι δύσιν ἡμέραις, καὶ λαβόντες παρὰ τῶν Χίων τρεῖς τεσσαρα- 
κοστὰς ἕκαστος Χίας τῇ τ:ρίτῃ διὰ ταχέων ἀπαίρουσιν ἐκ τῆς Χίου 
πελάγιαι, ἵνα μὴ περιτύχωσι ταῖς ἐν τῇ Ἐρέσῳ ναυσὶν, ἀλλὰ 
ἐν ἀριστέρᾳ τὴν Λέσβον ἔχοντες ἔπλεον ἐπὶ τὴν ἤπειρον. Kati 
προσβαλόντες τῆς Φωκαΐδος ἐς τὸν ἐν Καρτερίοις λιμένα, καὶ ἀριστο- 
ποιησάμενοι, παραπλεύσαντες τὴν Κυμαίαν δειπνοποιοῦνται ἐν ᾽Αργεν- 
νούσαις τῆς ἠπείρου, ἐν τῷ ἀντιπέρας τῆς Μιτυλήνης, ὅτε. 

Haack and the other eminent critics just mentioned, all insist that 
these words as they stand are absurd and contradictory, and that it is 
indispensable to insert ov before πελάγιαι; 50 that the sentence stands 
in their editions ἀπαίρουσιν ἐκ τῆς Χίου οὐ πελάγιαι. They all 
picture to themselves the fleet οὗ Mindarus as sailing from the town of 
Chios northward, and going out at the northern strait. Admitting this, 
they say, plausibly enough, that the words of the old text involve a con- 
tradiction, because Mindarus would be going in the direction towards 
Eresus, and not away from it; though even then, the propriety of their 
correction would be disputable. But the word πελάγιος, when applied 
to ships departing from Chios—though it may perhaps mean that they 
round the north-eastern corner of the island and then strike west 
round Lesbos—yet means also as naturally, and more naturally, to 
announce them as departing by the outer sea, or sailing on the sea- 
side (round tlie southern and western coast) of the island. Accept this 
meaning, and the old words construe perfectly well. ᾿Απαίρειν ἐκ τῆς 
Χίου πελάγιος is the natural and proper phrase for describing the 
circuit of Mindarus round the south and west coast of Chios. This, 
too, was the only way by which he could have escaped the scouts and 
the ships of Thrasyllus: for which same purpose of avoiding Athenian 
ships, we find (vill. 80) the squadron of Kiearchus, on another occa- 
sion, making a long circuit out to sea. If it be supposed (which those 
who read οὐ πελάγιαι must suppose) that Mindarus sailed first up the 
northern strait between Chios and the mainland, and then turned his 
course east towards Phoka, this would have been the course which 
Thrasyllus expected that he would take; and it is hardly possible to 
explain why he was not seen both by the Athenian scouts as well as 
by the Athenian garrison at their station of Delphinium on Chios itself. 
Whereas by taking the circuitous route round the southern and western 
coast, he never came in sight either of one or the other; and he was 
enabled, when he got round to the latitude north of the island, to tum 
to the right and take a straight easterly course, with Lesbos on his left- 
hand, but at a sufficient distance from land to be out of sight of all 
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out of Thrasyllus, and reached the opening of the 
Hellespont when that admiral was barely apprised 


scouts. ᾿Ανάγεσθαι ἐκ τῆς Χίου πελάγιος (Xen. Hellen. ii. 1, 17) means 
to strike into the open sea, quite clear of the coast of Asia: that pass- 
age does not decisively indicate whether the ships rounded the south- 
east or the north-east corner of the island. 

We are here told that the seamen of Mindarus received from the 
Chians per head three Chian tessarakoste. Now this is a small Chian 
coin, nowhere else mentioned; and it is surprising to find so petty 
and local a denomination of money here specified by Thucydidés, con- 
trasted with the different manner in which Xenophon describes Chian 
payments to the Peloponnesian seamen (Hellen. i. 6, 12; ii. 1,5). But 
the voyage of Mindarus round the south and west of the island ex- 
plains the circumstance. He must have landed twice on the island 
dunng this cireumnavigation (perhaps starting in the evening), for din- 
ner and supper: and this Chian coin (which probably had no circula- 
tion out of the island) served each man to buy provisions at the Chian 
landing-places. It was not convenient to Mindarus to take aboard 
more provisions in kind, at the town of Chios ; because he had already 
aboard a stock of provisions for two days—the subsequent portion of 
his voyage, along the coast of Asia to Sigeium, during which he could 
not afford time to halt and buy them, and where indeed the territory was 
not friendly. 

It is enough if I can show that the old text of Thucydidés will con- 
strue very well, without the violent intrusion of this conjectural ov. 
But I can show more: for this negative actually renders even the con- 
struction of the sentence awkward at least, if not inadmissible. Surely, 
ἀπαίρουσιν οὐ πελάγιαι, dAAd—ought to be followed by a correlative 
adjective or participle belonging to the same verb ἀπαίρουσιν : yet if we 
take ἔχοντες as such correlative participle, how are we to construe 
ἔπλεον In order to express the sense whicli Haack brings out, we 
ought surely to have different words, such as—ovx ἄπῃραν ἐκ τῆς Χίου 
πελάγιαι, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν ἀριστέρᾳ τὴν Λέσβον ἔχοντες ἔπλεον ἐπὶ τὴν ἤπειρον. 
Even the change of tense from present to past, when we follow the con- 
struction of Haack, is awkward; while if we understand the words in 
the sense which I propose, the change of tense is perfectly admissible, 
since the two verbs do not both refer to the same movement or to the 
same portion of the voyage. “The fleet starts from Chios out by the 
sea-side of the island; but when it came to have Lesbos on the left- 
hand, it sailed straight to the continent.” 

I hope that I am not too late to make good my γραφὴν ξενίας, or 
protest against the unwarranted right of Thucydidean citizenship which 
the recent editors have conferred upon this word ov, inc. 101. The 
old text ought certainly to be restored; or 'f these editors maintain 
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of its departure from Chios. When it arrived at 
Harmatis, however, opposite to and almost within 


sight of the Athenian station at Methymna, its 


progress could no longer remain a secret. As it 
advanced still farther along the Troad, the mo- 
mentous news circulated everywhere, and was pro- 
mulgated through numerous fire-signals and beacons 
on the hill, by friend as well as by foe. 

These signals were perfectly visible, and perfectly 
intelligible, to the two hostile squadrons now on 
guard on each side of the Hellespont: 18 Athenian 
triremes at Sestos in Europe—16 Peloponnesian tri- 
remes at Abydos in Asia. To the former, it was de- 
struction to be caught by this powerful enemy in the 
narrowchannel of the Hellespont. They quitted Ses- 
tos in the middle of the night, passing opposite to 
Abydos, and keeping a southerly course close along 
the shore of the Chersonese, in the direction to- 
wards Elis at the southern extremity of that pe- 
ninsula, so as to have the chance of escape in the 
open sea and of joining Thrasyllus. But they would 
not have been allowed to pass even the hostile sta- 
tion at Abydos, had not the Peloponnesian guard- 
ships received the strictest orders from Mindarus, 
transmitted before he left Chios, or perhaps even 
before he left Milétus, that if he should attempt the 
start, they were to keep a vigilant and special look- 
out for his coming, and reserve themselves to lend 
him such assistance as might be needed, in case he 
were attacked by Thrasyllus. When the signals 
their views, they ought at least to enclose the word in brackets. In 


the edition of Thucydidés, published at Leipsic, 1845, by C. A. Koth, 
I observe that the text is still correctly printed, without the negative. 
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first announced the arrival of Mindarus, the Pelo- 
ponnesian guard-ships at Abydos could not know 
in what position he was, nor whether the main 
Athenian fleet might not be near upon him. Ac- 
cordingly they acted on these previous orders, hold- 
ing themselves in reserve in their station at Abydos, 
until daylight should arrive, and they should be bet- 
ter informed. They thus neglected the Athenian 
Hellespontine squadron in its escape from Sestos to 
Elis’. 


1 Thucyd. viii. 102. Οἱ δὲ ᾿Αθηναῖοι ἐν τῇ Σηστῷ, ..... «ὡς αὐτοῖς οἵ τε 
φρνκτωροὶ ἐσήμαινον, καὶ ἡσθάνοντο τὰ πυρὰ ἐξαίφνης πολλὰ ἐν τῇ 
πολεμίᾳ φανέντα, ἔγνωσαν ὅτι ἐσπλέουσιν οἱ Πελοποννήσιοι. Καὶ τῆς 
αὐτῆς ταύτης νυκτὸς, ὡς εἶχον τάχους, ὑπομίξαντες τῇ Χερσονήσῳ, παρ- 
ἔπλεον ἐπ᾽ ᾿Ἐλαιοῦντος, βουλόμενοι ἐκπλεῦσαι ἐς τὴν εὐρυχωρίαν τὰς τῶν 
πολεμίων ναῦς. Καὶ τὰς μὲν ἐν ᾿Αβύδῳ ἑκκαίδεκα ναῦς ἔλαθον, 
προειρημένης φυλακῆς τῷ φιλίῳ ἐπίπλῳ, ὅπως αὐτῶν ἀνακῶς 
ἕξουσιν, ἣν ἐκπλέωσι᾽ τὰς δὲ μετὰ τοῦ Μινδάρου ἅμα ἕῳ κατιδόντες, δι. 

Here, again, we have a difficult text, which has much perplexed the 
commentators, and which I venture to translate (as it stands in my 
text) differently from all of them. The words—mpoecpnuevns φυλακῆς 
τῷ φιλίῳ ἐπίπλῳ, ὅπως αὐτῶν ἀνακῶς ἔξουσιν, ἣν ἐκπλέωσι--- 816 ex- 
plained by the Scholiast to mean—‘ Although watch had been enjomed 
to them (i.e. to the Peloponnesian guard-squadron at Abydos) by the 
friendly approaching fleet (of Mindarus), that they should keep strict 
guard on the Athenians at Sestos, in case the latter should sail out.”’ 

Dr. Arnold, Goller, Poppo, and M. Didot, all accept this construc- 
tion, though all agree that it is most harsh and confused. The former 
says, “This again is most strangely intended to mean, προειρημένου 
αὐτοῖς ὑπὸ τῶν ἐπιπλεόντων φίλων φυλάσσειν τοὺς worepious.” 

To construe rp φιλίῳ ἐπίπλῳ as equivalent to ὑπὸ τῶν ἐπιπλεόντων 
φίλων, is certainly such a harshness as we ought to be very glad to 
escape. And the construction of the Scholiast involves another liberty 
whieh I cannot but consider as objectionable. He supplies, in his 
paraphrase, the word xairo:—although—from his own imagination. 
There is no indication of although, either express or implied, in the 
text of Thucydidés; and it appears to me hazardous to assume 
into the meaning so decisive a particle without any authority. The 
genitive absolute, when annexed to the main predication affirmed in 
the verb, usually denotes something naturally connected with it in the 
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On arriving about daylight near the southern 
point of the Chersonese, these Afhenians were 


way of cause, concomitancy, explanation, or modification—not some- 
thing opposed to it, requiring to be prefaced by an although ; if this 
latter be intended, then the word although is expressed, not left to be 
understood. After Thucydidés has told us that the Athenians at Sestos 
escaped their opposite enemies at Abydos—when he next goes on to 
add something under the genitive absolute, we expect that it should be 
a new fact which explains why or how they escaped: but if the new 
fact which he tells us, far from explaining the escape, renders it more 
extraordinary (such as, that the Peloponnesians had received strict 
orders to watch them), he would surely prepare the reader for this new 
fact by an express particle such as although or notwithstanding, “ The 
Athenians escaped, although the Peloponnesiaus had received the 
strictest orders to watch them and block them up.” As nothing 
equivalent to, or implying, the adversative particle although is to be 
found in the Greek words, so I infer, as a high probability, that it is 
not to be sought in the meaning. 

Differmg from the commentators, I think that these words—spoet- 
ρημένης φυλακῆς τῷ φιλίῳ ἐπίπλῳ, ὅπως αὐτῶν ἀνακῶς ἕξουσιν, ἣν 
éxrdéwot—do assign the reason for the fact which had been imme- 
diately before announced, and which was really extraordinary; viz. 
that the Athenian squadron was allowed to pass by Abydos, and escape 
from Sestos to Eleetis. That reason was, that the Peloponnesian guard- 
squadron had before received special orders from Mindarus, to concen- 
trate tts attention and watchfulness upon his approaching squadron ; 
hence it arose that they left the Athenians at Sestos unnoticed. 

The words τῷ φιλίῳ ἐπίπλῳ are equivalent to τῷ τῶν φίλων ἐπίπλῳ, 
and the pronoun αὐτῶν, which immediately follows, refers to φίλων 
(the approaching fleet of Mindarus), not to the Athenians at Sestos, as 
the Scholiast and the commentators construe it. This mistake about 
the reference of αὐτῶν seems to me to have put them all wrong. 

That τῷ φιλίῳ ἐπίπλῳ must be construed as equivalent to τῷ τῶν φί- 
λων ἐπίπλῳ is certain: but it is not equivalent to ὑπὸ τῶν ἐπιπλεόντων 
φίλων.--- ΠΟ is it possible to construe the words as the Scholiast would 
understand them—“ orders had been previously given by the approach 
(or arrival) of their friends ;”? whereby we should turn ὁ ἐπίπλους 
into an acting and commanding personality. The “approach of their 
friends” is an event—which may properly be said ‘to have produced 
an effect ”’—but which cannot be said “to have given previous orders.” 
Tt appears to me that τῷ φιλίῳ ἐπίπλῳ is the dative case governed by 
gvAaxns—‘ a look-out for the arrival of the Peloponnesians’’ having 
been enjomed (upon these guard-ships at Abydos)—‘‘ They had been 
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descried by the fleet of Mindarus which had come 
the night before to the opposite stations of Sigeium 


ordered to watch for the approaching voyage of their friends.”” The 
English preposition for expresses here exactly the sense of the Greek 
dative—that is, the object, purpose, or persons whose benefit is re- 
Serred to. 

The words immediately succeeding—éras αὐτῶν (τῶν φίλων) 
ἀνακῶς ἕξουσιν, ἣν ἐκπλέωσι---ἃτα an expansion of consequences in- 
tended to follow ἔτοιι---φυλακῆς τῷ φιλίῳ ἐπίπλῳ. “They shall watch 
for the approach of the main fleet, in order that they may devote 
special and paramount regard to its safety, in case it makes a start.” 
For the phrase ἀνακῶς ἔχειν, compare Herodot. i. 24; viii. 109. Plu- 
tarch, Theseus, c. 33: ἀνακῶς, φυλακτῶς, προνοητικῶς, emiysedos—the 
notes of Arnold and Goller here; and Kiihner, ατ. αν. sect. 533, 
ἀνακῶς ἔχειν τινος for ἐπιμελεῖσθαι. The words dvaxds ἔχειν express 
the anxious and special vigilance which the Peloponnesian squadron at 
Abydos was directed to keep for the arrival of Mindarus and his fleet, 
which was a matter of doubt and danger: but they would not be pro- 
perly appheable to the duty of that squadron as respects the opposite 
Athenian squadron at Sestos, which was hardly of superior force to 
themselves, and was besides an avowed enemy, in sight of their own port. 

Lastly, the words ἣν ἐκπλέωσι refer to Mindarus and his fleet about to 
start from Chios, as their subject—not to the Athenians at Sestos. 

The whole sentence would stand thus, if we dismiss the peculiarities 
of Thucydidés and express the meaning in common Greek—Kai τὰς 
μὲν ἐν ᾿Αβύδῳ ἑκκαίδεκα vais (᾿Αθηναῖοι) ἔλαθον" προείρητο yap (ἐκείναις 
ταῖς ναῦσιν) φυλάσσειν τὸν ἐπίπλουν τῶν φίλων, ὅπως αὐτῶν (τῶν 
φίλων) ἀνακῶς ἕξουσιν, ἣν ἐκπλέωσι. The verb φυλάσσειν here (and 
of course the abstract substantive φυλακὴ which represents it) signifies 
to watch for or wait for: like Thucyd. ii. 3. φυλάξαντες ἔτι νύκτα, καὶ 
αὐτὸ τὸ περίορθρον ; also viii. 41. ἐφύλασσε. 

If we construe the words in this way, they will appear in perfect 
harmony with the general scheme and purpose of Mindarus. That 
admiral is bent upon carrying his fleet to the Hellespont, but to avoid 
an action with Thrasyllus in doing so. This is difficult to accomplish, 
and can only be done by great secrecy of pregecding, as well as by an 
unusual route. He sends orders beforehand from Chios (perhaps even 
from Milétus, before he quitted that place) to the Peloponnesian 
squadron guarding the Hellespont at Abydos. He contemplates the 
possible case that Thrasyllus may detect his plan, intercept him on the 
passage, and perhaps block him up or compel him to fight in some 
roadstead or bay on the coast opposite Lesbos, or on the Troad (which 
would indeed have come to pass, had he been seen by a single hostile 
fishing-boat in rounding the island of Chios). Now the orders sent 
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and Rheeteium. The latter immediately gave chase : 
but the Athenians, now in the wide sea, contrived 
to escape most of them to Imbros—not without the 
loss however of four triremes, one even captured 
with all the crew on board, near the temple of 
Protesilaus at Eleeds: the crews of the other three 
escaped ashore. Mindarus was now joined by the 
squadron from Abydos, and their united force (86 
triremes strong) was employed for one day in try- 
ing to storm Elets. Failing in this enterprise, the 
fleet retired to Abydos. Before aljl could arrive 
there, Thrasyllus with his fleet arrived in haste from 
Eresus, much disappointed that his scouts had been 


forward, direct the Peloponnesian squadron at Abydos what they are to 
do in this contingency ; since without such orders, the captain of the 
squadron would not have known. what to do, assuming Mindarus to be 
intercepted by Thrasyllus—whether to remain on guard at the Helles- 
pont, which was his special duty ; or to leave the Hellespont unguarded, 
keep his attention concentrated on Mindarus, and come forth to help 
him. ‘Let your first thought be to ensure the safe arrival of the 
main fleet at the Hellespont, and to come out and render help to it, if 
it be attacked in its route; even though it be necessary for that pur- 
pose to leave the Hellespont for a time unguarded.” Mindarus could 
not tell beforehand the exact moment when he would start from Chios 
—nor was it indeed absolutely certain that he would start at all, if the 
enemy were watching him : his orders were therefore sent, condttional 
upon his being able to get off (ἣν ἐκπλέωσι). But he was lucky 
enough, by the well-laid plan of his voyage, to get to the Hellespont 
without encountering an enemy. The Peloponnesian squadron at 
Abydos, however, having received his special orders—when the fire- 
signals acquainted them that he was approaching, thought only of 
keeping themselves in reserve to lend him assistance if he needed it, 
and negiccted the Athenians opposite. As it was night, probably the 
best thing which they could do, was to wait in Abydos for daylight, 
until they could learn particulars of his position, and how or where 
they could render aid. 

We thus see both the general purpose of Mindarus, and in what 
manner the orders which he had transmitted to the Peloponnesian 
squadron at Abydos, brought about indirectly the escape of the Athe- 
nian squadron without interruption from Sestos. 
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eluded and all his calculations baffled. Two Pelo- 
ponnesian triremes, which had been more adventu- 
rous than the rest in pursuing the Athenians, fell 
into his hands. He awaited at Eleius the return of 
the fugitive Athenian squadron from Imbros, and 
then began to prepare his triremes, 76 in number, 
for a general action. 

After five days of such preparation, his fleet was 


brought to battle, sailing northward towards Sestus 
up the Hellespont, by single ships ahead, along the % 


coast of the Chersonese, or on the European side. The 
left or most advanced squadron under Thrasyllus, 
stretched even beyond the headland called Kynos- 
séma, or the Dog’s Tomb, ennobled by the legend and 
the chapel of the Trojan queen Hecuba: it was thus 
nearly opposite Abydos, while the right squadron 
under Thrasybulus was not very far from the south- 
ern mouth of the strait, nearly opposite Dardanus. 
Mindarus on his side brought into action eighty- 
six triremes (ten more than Thrasyllus in total 
number), extending from Abydos to Dardanus on 
the Asiatic shore; the Syracusans under Hermo- 
kratés being on the right, opposed to Thrasyllus, 
while Mindarus with the Peloponnesian ships was 
on the left opposed to Thrasybulus. The epibatee 
or maritime hoplites on board the ships of Mindarus 
are said to have been superior to the Athenians, 
but the latter had the advantage in skilful pilots 
and nautical manceuvring : nevertheless the descrip- 
tion of the battle tells us how much Athenian man- 
ceuvring had fallen off since the glories of Phor- 
mion at the beginning of the Peloponnesian war ; 
L2 — 


Battle of 


148 - HISTORY OF GREECE. (Paar II. 


nor would that eminent seaman have selected for 
the scene of a naval battle the narrow waters of 
the Hellespont. Mindarus took the aggressive, 
advancing to attack near the European shore, and 
trying to outflank his opponents on both sides, as 
well as to drive them up against the land. Thra- 
syllus on one wing, and Thrasybulus on the other, 
by rapid movements, extended themselves so as to 
frustrate this attempt to outflank them; but in 
so doing, they stripped and weakened the centre, 
which was even deprived of the sight of the left 
wing by means of the projecting headland of Kynos- 
séma. Thus unsupported, the centre was vigorously 
attacked and roughly handled by the middle divi- 
sion of Mindarus. Its ships were driven up against 
the land, and the assailants even disembarked to 
push their victory against the men ashore. But 
this partial success threw the central Peloponnesian 
division itself into disorder, while Thrasybulus and 
Thrasyllus carried on a conflict at first equal, and 
presently victorious, against the ships on the right 
and left of the enemy. Having driven back both 
these two divisions, they easily chased away the dis- 
ordered ships of the centre, so that the whole Pelo- 
ponnesian fleet was put to flight, and found shelter 
first in the river Meidius, next in Abydos. The nar- 
row breadth of the Hellespont forbade either Jong 
pursuit or numerous captures. Nevertheless eight 
Chian ships, five Corinthians, two Ambrakian and 
as many Boeotian, and from Sparta, Syracuse, Pel- 
léné, and Leukas, one each—fell into the hands of 
the Athenian admirals ;: who however on their own 
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side lost fifteen ships. They erected a trophy on the 
headland of Kynosséma, near the tomb or chapel 
of Hecuba ; not omitting the usual duties of bury- 
ing their own dead, and giving up those of the enemy 
under the customary request for truce’. 

A victory so incomplete and indecisive would have 
been little valued by the Athenians, in the times 
preceding the Sicilian expedition. But since that 
overwhelming disaster, followed by so many other 
misfortunes, and last of all, by the defeat of Thy- 
mocharis with the revolt of EKubcea—their spirit 
had been so sadly lowered, that the trireme which 
brought the news of the battle of Kynosséma, seem- 
ingly towards the end of August 411 3.c., was wel- 
comed with the utmost delight and triumph. They 
began to feel as if the ebb-tide had reached its 
lowest point, and had begun to turn in their favour, 
holding out some hopes of ultimate success in the 
war. Another piece of good fortune soon happened 
to strengthen this belief. Mindarus was compelled 
to reinforce himself at the Hellespont by sending 
Hippokratés and Epiklés to bring the fleet of fifty 
triremes now acting at Euboea*. This was in itself 

1 Thucyd. viii. 105, 106; Diodor. xii. 39, 40. 

The general account which Diodorus gives of this battle, is, even in 
its most essential features, not reconcileable with Thucydidés. It is 
vain to try to blend them. I have been able to borrow from Diodorus 
hardly anything except his statement of the superiority of the Athenian 
pilots, and the Peloponnesian epibate. He states that twenty-five fresh 
ships arrived to join the Athenians in the middle of the battle, and 
determined the victory in their favour: this circumstance is evidently 
borrowed from the subsequent conflict a few months afterwards. 

We owe to him, however, the mention of the chapel or tomb of 


Hecuba on the headland of Kynosséma. 
3 Thucyd. viii. 107; Diodor. xiii. 41. 
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an important relief to Athens, by withdrawing an 
annoying enemy near home. But it was still farther 
enhanced by the subsequent misfortunes of this 
fleet, which in passing round the headland of Mount 
Athos to get to Asia, was overtaken by a terrific 
storm and nearly destroyed, with great loss of life 
among the crews; so that a remnant only under 
Hippokratés survived to join Mindarus'’. 

But though Athens was thus exempted from all 
fear of aggression on the side of Euboea, the conse- 
quences of this departure of the fleet were such as 
to demonstrate how irreparably the island itself had 
passed out of her supremacy. The inhabitants of 
Chalkis and the other cities, now left without foreign 
defence against her, employed themselves jointly 
with the Boeotians, whose interest in the case was 
even stronger than their own, in divesting Eubcea 
of its insular character, by constructing a mole or 
bridge across the Euripus, the narrowest portion of 
the Euboean strait, where Chalkis was divided from 
Boeotia. From each coast a mole was thrown out, 
each mole guarded at the extremity by a tower, and 
leaving only an intermediate opening, broad enough 
for a single vessel to pass through, covered by a 
wooden bridge. It was in vain that the Athenian 


1 Diodor. xii. 41. It is probable that this fleet was in great part 
Beeotian ; and twelve seamen who escaped from the wreck comme- 
morated their rescue by an inscription in the temple of Athéné at 
Koréneia; which Inscription was read and copied by Ephorus. By an 
exaggerated and over-literal confidence in the words of it, Diodorus is 
led to affirm that these twelve men were the only persons saved, and 
that every other person perished. But we know perfectly that Hippo- 
kratés himself survived, and that he was alive at the subsequent battle 
of Kyzikus (Xenoph. Hellen. 1. 1, 23). 
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Theramenés, with thirty triremes, presented him- 
self to obstruct the progress of this undertaking. 
The Eubceans and Beeotians both prosecuted it in 
such numbers, and with so much zeal, that it was 
speedily brought to completion. Eubcea, so lately 
the most important island attached to Athens, is 
from henceforward a portion of the mainland, alto- 
gether independent of her, even though it should 
please fortune to re-establish her maritime power’. 

The battle of Kynosséma produced no very im- 
portant consequences, except that of encouragement 
to the Athenians. Even just after the action, Ky- 
zikus revolted from them, and on the fourth day 
after it, the Athenian fleet, hastily refitted at Sestos, 
sailed to that place to retake it. It was unfortified, 
so that they succeeded with little difficulty, and 
imposed upon it a contribution: moreover in the 
voyage thither, they gained an additional advantage 
by capturing, off the southern coast of the Propon- 


 Diodor. xiii. 47. He places this event a year later, but I agree with 
Sievers in conceiving it as following with little delay on the withdrawal 
of the protecting fleet (Sievers, Comment. in Xenoph. Hellen. p. 9; 
not. p. 66). 

See Colonel Leake’s Travels in Northern Greece, for a description of 
the Euripus, and the adjoming ground, with a plan, vol. 11. ch. xiv. 
p. 259-2665. 

I cannot make out from Colonel Leake what is the exact breadth of 
the channel. Strabo talks in his time of a bridge reaching 200 feet 
(x. p. 400). But there must have been material alterations made by 
the inhabitants of Chalkis during the time of Alexander the Great 
(Strabo, x. p. 447). The bridge here described by Diodorus, covering 
an open space broad enough for one ship, could scarcely have been more 
than 20 feet broad ; for it was not at all designed to render the passage 
easy. The ancient ships could all lower their masts. I cannot but think 
that Colonel Leake (p. 259) must have read in Diodorus xii. 47---οὐ 
in place of 6. 


Revolt of 
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tis, those eight Peloponnesian triremes which had 
accomplished, a little while before, the revolt of 
Byzantium. But on the other hand, as soon as the 
Athenian fleet had left Sestos, Mindarus sailed from 
his station at Abydos to Elzts, and there recovered 
all the triremes captured from him at Kynosséma, 
which the Athenians had there deposited ; except 
some of them which were so much damaged that 
the inhabitants of Elets set them on fire’. 

But that which now began to constitute a far 
more important element of the war, was, the differ- 
ence of character between Tissaphernés and Phar- 
nabazus, and the transfer of the Peloponnesian fleet 
from the satrapy of the former to that of the latter. 
Tissaphernés, while furnishing neither aid nor pay 
to the Peloponnesians, had by his treacherous pro- 
mises and bribes enervated all their proceedings for 
the last year, with the deliberate view of wasting 
both the belligerent parties. Pharnabazus was a 
brave and earnest man, who set himself to strengthen 
them strenuously, by men as well as by money, and 
who laboured hard to put down the Athenian power 
—as we shall find him labouring equally hard, 
eighteen years afterwards, to bring about its partial 
renovation. From this time forward, Persian aid 
becomes a reality in the Grecian war; and in the 
main—first through the hands of Pharnabazus, next 
through those of the younger Cyrus—the deter- 
mining reality. For we shall find that while the 
Peloponnesians are for the most part well-paid, out 
of the Persian treasury—the Athenians, destitute 


1 Thucyd. viii. 107. 
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of any such resource, are compelled to rely on the 
contributions which they can levy here and there, 
without established or accepted right ; and to inter- 
rupt for this purpose even the most promising career 
of success. ‘T'wenty-six years after this, at a time 
wben Sparta had lost her Persian allies, the Lace- 
demonian Teleutias tried to appease the mutiny of 
his unpaid seamen, by telling them how much nobler 
it was to extort pay from the enemy by means of 
their own swords, than to obtain it by truckling to 
the foreigner’ ; and probably the Athenian generals, 
during these previous years of struggle, tried similar 
appeals to the generosity of their soldiers. But it is 
not the less certain, that the new constant paymaster 
now introduced gave fearful odds to the Spartan 
cause. 

The good pay and hearty co-operation which the 
Peloponnesians now enjoyed from Pharnabazus, 
only made them the more indignant at the previous 
deceit of Tissaphernés. Under the influence of 
this sentiment, they readily lent aid to the inhabit- 
ants of Antandrus in expelling his general Arsakes 
with the Persian garrison. Arsakes had recently 
committed an act of murderous perfidy, under the 
influence of some unexplained pique, against the 
Delians established at Adramyttium : he had sum- 
moned their principal citizens to take part as allies 
in an expedition, and had caused them all to be 
surrounded, shot down, and massacred during the 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. v. 1,17. Compare a like exclamation, under nobler 
circumstances, from the Spartan Kallikratidas, Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6,7; 
Plutarch, Lysander, c. 6. 
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morning meal. Such an act was more than suffi- 
cient to excite hatred and alarm among the neigh- 
bouring Antandrians, who invited a body of Pelo- 
ponnesian hoplites from Abydos, across the moun- 
tain range of Ida—by whose aid Antandrus was 
liberated from the Persians’. 

In Milétus as well as in Knidus, Tissaphernés 
had already experienced the like humiliation’: Li- 
chas was no longer alive to back his pretensions : 
nor do we hear that he obtained any result from the 
complaints of his envoy Gaulites at Sparta. Under 
these circumstances he began to fear that he had in- 
curred a weight of enmity which might prove seri- 
ously mischievous, nor was he without jealousy of 
the popularity and possible success of Pharnabazus. 
The delusion respecting the Phenician fleet, now that 
Mindarus had openly broken with him and quitted 
Milétus, was no longer available to any useful pur- 
pose. Accordingly he dismissed the Phenician fleet 
to their own homes, pretending to have received 
tidings that the Phenician towns were endangered by 
sudden attacks from Arabia and Egypt®; while he 
himself quitted Aspendus to revisit Ionia, as well as 
to go forward to the Hellespont for the purpose of 
renewing personal intercourse with the dissatisfied 
Peloponnesians. He wished, while trying again to 
excuse his own treachery about the Phenician fleet, 
at the same time to protest against their recent pro- 


1 Thucyd. viii. 108; Diodor. xiii. 42. 3 Thucyd. viii. 109. 

3 Diodor. xiii. 46. This is the statement of Diodorus, and seems 
probable enough ; though he makes a strange confusion in the Persian 
affairs of this year, leaving out the name of Tissaphernés, and jumbling 
the acts of Tissaphernés with the name of Pharnabazus. 
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ceedings at Antandrus—or, at the least, to obtain 
some assurance against any repetition of such hosti- 
lity. His visit to Ionia, however, seems to have oc- 
cupied some time, and he tried to conciliate the Ionic 
Greeks bya splendid sacrifice to Artemis at Ephesus’. 


1 Thucyd. viii. 109. I¢ is at this point that we have to part company 
with the historian Thucydidés, whose work not only closes without 
reaching any definite epoch or limit, but even breaks off (as we possess 
it) in the middle of a sentence. 

The full extent of this irreparable loss can hardly be conceived, ex- 
cept by those who have been called upon to study his work with the 
profound and minute attention required from an historian of Greece. 
To pass from Thucydidés to the Hellenica of Xenophon, is a descent truly 
mournful: and yet, when we look at Grecian history as a whole, we 
have great reason to rejoice that even so inferior a work as the latter 
has reached us. The historical purposes and conceptions of Thucy- 
didés, as set forth by himself in his preface, are exalted and philoso- 
ἄταν tos degree altogether wonderful, when we consider that he had 

models before him from which to derive them: nor are 
the eight books of his work (in spite of the unfinished condition of the 
last) unworthy of these large promises, either in spirit or in execution. 
Even the peculiarity, the condensation, and the harshness, of his style, 
though it sometimes hides from us his full meaning, has the general 
effect of lending great additional force and of impressing his thoughts 
much more deeply upon every attentive reader. 

During the course of my two last volumes, I have had frequent oc- 
casion to notice the criticisms of Dr, Arnold in his edition of Thucydi- 
dés ; most generally, on points where I dissented from him. I have 
done this, partly because I believe that Dr. Arnold’s edition is in most 
frequent use among all English readers of Thucydidés—partly because 
of the high esteem which I entertain for the liberal spirit, the erudition, 
and the judgment, which pervade his criticiems generally throughout 
the book. Dr. Arnold deserves, especially, the high commendation, not 
often to be bestowed even upon learned and exact commentators, of con- 
ceiving and appreciating antiquity as a living whole, and not merely as 
an aggregate of words and abstractions. His criticisms are continually 
adopted by Goller in the second edition of his Thucydidés, and to a 
great degree also by Poppo. Desiring, as I do sincerely, that his edition 
may long maintain its pre-eminence among English students of Thucy- 
didés, I have thought it my duty at the same time to indicate many of 
the points on which his remarks either advance or imply views of 
Grecian history different from my own. 
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Having quitted Aspendus (as far as we can make 
out) about the beginning of August (411 B.c.), he 
did not reach the Hellespont until the month of 
November}. 

As soon as the Phenician fleet had disappeared, 
Alkibiadés returned with his thirteen triremes from 
Phasélis toSamos. He too, like Tissaphernés, made 
the proceeding subservient to deceit of his own: he 
took credit with his countrymen for having enlisted 
the goodwill of the satrap more strongly than ever 
in the cause of Athens, and for having induced him 
to abandon his intention of bringing up the Pheni- 
cian fleet®. At this time Dorieus was at Rhodes 
with thirteen triremes, having been despatched by 
Mindarus (before his departure from Milétus) inorder 
to stifle the growth of a philo-Athenian party in the 
island. Perhaps the presence of this force may have 
threatened the Athenian interest in Kos and Hali- 
karnassus ; for we now find Alkibiadés going to 
these places from Samos, with nine fresh triremes 
in addition to his own thirteen. He erected forti- 
fications at the town of Kos, and planted in it an 
Athenian officer and garrison: from Halikarnassus 
he levied large contributions ; upon what pretence, 
or whether from simple want of money, we do not 
know. It was towards the middle of September 
that he returned to Samos?. 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 1, 9. 

3 Thucyd. viii. 108. Diodorus (xiii. 38) talks of this influence of 
Alkibiadés over the satrap as if it were real. Plutarch (Alkibiad. c. 26) 
speaks in more qualified language. 

8 Thucyd. viii. 108. πρὸς τὸ μετόπωρον. Haack and Sievers (see 
Sievers, Comment. ad Xenoph. Hellen. p. 103) construe this as indica- 
ting the middle of August, which I think too early in the year. 
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At the Hellespont, Mindarus had been reinforced 
after the battle of Kynosséma by the squadron from 
Eubcea—at least by that portion of it which had 
escaped the storm off Mount Athos. The departure 
of the Peloponnesian fleet from Eubcea enabled the 
Athenians also to send a few more ships to their 
fleet at Sestos. Thus ranged on the opposite sides 
of the strait, the two fleets came to a second action, 
wherein the Peloponnesians, under Agesandridas, 
had the advantage ; yet with little fruit. It was 
about the month of October, seemingly, that Do- 
rieus with his fourteen triremes came from Rhodes 
to rejoin Mindarus at the Hellespont. He had hoped 
probably to get up the strait to Abydos during the 
night, but he was caught by daylight a little way 
from the entrance, near Rhceteium ; and the Athe- 
nian scouts instantly gave signal of his approach. 
Twenty Athenian triremes were despatched to at- 
tack him: upon which Dorieus fled, and sought 
safety by hauling his vessels ashore in the receding 
bay near Dardanus. The Athenian squadron here 
attacked him, but were repulsed and forced to sail 
back to Madytus. Mindarus was himself a spec- 
tator of this scene, from a distance; being engaged 
in sacrificing to Athéné on the venerated hill of 
Ilium. He immediately hastened to Abydos, where 
he fitted out his whole fleet of 84 triremes ; Phar- 
nabazus co-operating on the shore with his land- 
force. Having rescued the ships of Dorieus, his 
next care was, to resist the entire Athenian fleet, 
which presently came to attack him under Thrasy- 
bulus and Thrasyllus. An obstinate naval combat 
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took place between the two fleets, which lasted 
nearly the whole day with doubtful issue : at length, 
towards the evening, 20 fresh triremes were seen 
approaching. They proved to be the squadron of 
Alkibiadés sailing from Samos: having probably 
heard of the re-junction of the squadron of Dorieus 
with the main Peloponnesian fleet, he had come 
with his own counter-balancing reinforcement'. As 
soon as his purple flag or signal was ascertained, 
the Athenian fleet became animated with redoubled 
spirit. The new-comers aided them in pressing the 
action so vigorously, that the Peloponnesian fleet 
was driven back to Abydos, and there run ashore. 
Here the Athenians still followed up their success, 
and endeavoured to tow them all off. But the Per- 
sian land-force protected them, and Pharnabazus 
himself was seen foremost in the combat; even 
pushing into the water in person, as far as his 
horse could stand. The main Peloponnesian fleet 
was thus preserved: yet the Athenians retired 
with an important victory, carrying off thirty tri- 
remes as prizes, and retaking those which they 
had themselves lost in the two preceding ac- 
tions*. 

Mindarus kept his defeated fleet unemployed at 
Abydos during the winter, sending to Peloponnesus 
as well as among his allies to solicit reinforcements : 
in the mean time, he engaged jointly with Pharna- 


1 Diodorus (xiii. 46) and Plutarch (Alkib. c. 27) speak of his coming 
to the Hellespont by accident—xara rvxny—which is certainly very 
improbable. 

® Xenoph. Hellen. i. 1, 6, 7. 
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bazus in operations by land against various Athe- 
nian allies on the continent. The Athenian admi- 
rals, on their side, instead of keeping their fleet 
united to prosecute the victory, were compelled to 
disperse a large portion of it in flying squadrons for 
collecting money, retaining only forty sail at Ses- 
tos; while Thrasyllus in person went to Athens to 
proclaim the victory and ask for reinforcements. 
Pursuant to this request, thirty triremes were sent 
out under Theramenés ; who first endeavoured with- 
out success to impede the construction of the bridge 
between Eubcea and Beeotia, and next sailed on a 
voyage among the islands for the purpose of col- 
lecting money. He acquired considerable plunder 
by descents upon hostile territory, and also extorted 
money from various parties, either contemplating 
or supposed to contemplate revolt, among the de- 
pendencies of Athens. At Paros, where the oli- 
garchy established by Peisander in the conspiracy 
of the Four Hundred still subsisted, Theramenés 
deposed and fined the men who had exercised it— 
establishing a democracy in theirroom. From hence 
he passed to Macedonia, to the assistance and pro- 
bably into the temporary pay, of Archelaus king of 
Macedonia, whom he aided for some time in the 
siege of Pydna; blocking up the town by sea while 
the Macedonians besieged it by land. The blockade 
having lasted the whole winter, Theramenés was 
summoned away, before its capture, to join the main 
Athenian fleet in Thrace: Archelaus however took 
Pydna not long afterwards, and transported the 
town with its residents from the sea-board to a di- 
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stance more than two miles inland’. We trace in 
all these proceedings the evidence of that terrible 
want of money which now drove the Athenians to 
injustice, extortion, and interference with their al- 
lies, such as they had never committed during the 
earlier years of the war. 

It is at this period that we find mention made of 
a fresh intestine commotion in Korkyra, less stained 
however with savage enormities than that recounted 
in the seventh year of the war. It appears that the 
oligarchical party in the island, which had been for 
the moment nearly destroyed at that period, had 
since gained strength, and was encouraged by the 
misfortunes of Athens to lay plans for putting the 
island into the hands of the Lacedemonians. The 
democratical leaders, apprised of this conspiracy, 
sent to Naupaktus for the Athenian admiral Konon. 
He came with a detachment of 600 Messenians, by 
the aid of whom they seized the oligarchical con- 
spirators in the market-place, putting a few to 
death, and banishing more than a thousand. The 
extent of their alarm is attested by the fact, that 
they liberated the slaves and conferred the right of 
citizenship upon the foreigners. The exiles, having 
retired to the opposite continent, came back shortly 
afterwards, and were admitted, by the connivance of 
a party within, into the market-place. A serious 
combat took place within the walls, which was at 
last made up by a compromise and by the restoration 
of the exiles*. We know nothing about the par- 


1 Diodor. xiii. 47-49. 
5 Diodor. xii, 48. Sievers (Commentat. ad Xenoph. Hellen. p. 12; 
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ticulars of this compromise, but it seems to have 
been wisely drawn up and faithfully observed ; for 
we hear nothing about Korkyra until about thirty- 
five years after this period, and the island is then pre- 
sented to us as in the highest perfection of cultiva- 
tion and prosperity’. Doubtless the emancipation of 
slaves, and the admission of so many new foreigners 
to the citizenship, contributed to tbis result. 


Meanwhile Tissaphernés, having completed his . 


measures in Ionia, arrived at the Hellespont not 
long after the battle of Abydos—seemingly about 
November 41] 3.c. He was anxious to regain some 
credit with the Peloponnesians, for which an op- 
portunity soon presented itself. Alkibiadés, then 
in command of the Athenian fleet at Sestos, came 
to visit him in all the pride of victory, bringing the 
customary presents ; but the satrap seized his per- 
son and sent him away to Sardis as a prisoner in 
custody, affirming that he had the Great King’s ex- 
press orders tor carrying on war with the Athe- 
nians*. Here was an end of all the delusions of 
Alkibiadés, respecting pretended power of influen- 
cing the Persian counsels. Yet these delusions had 
already served his purpose by procuring for him a 
and p. 65. not. 58) controverts the reality of these tumults in Korkyra, 
here mentioned by Diodorus, but not mentioned in the Hellenika of 
Xenophon, and contradicted, as he thinks, by the negative inference 
derivable from Thucyd. iv. 48---ὅσα ye κατὰ τὸν πόλεμον τόνδε. But it 
appears to me that F. W. Ullrich (Beitrage zur Erklarung des Thuky- 
dides, p. 95-99) has properly explained this phrase of Thucydidés, as 
meaning, in the place here cited, the first ten years of the Peloponne- 
sian war, between the surprise of Platea and the peace of Nikias. 

I see no reason to call in question the truth of these disturbances in 
Korkyra here alluded to by Diodorus. 


* Xenopb. Hellen. vi. 2, 25. 
* Xenoph. Hellen. i, 1,9; Plutarch, Alkibiadés, c. 27. 
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renewed position in the Athenian camp, which his 
own military energy enabled him to sustain and 
justify. 

Towards the middle of this winter the superiority 
of the fleet of Mindarus at Abydos, over the Athe- 
nian fleet at Sestos, had become so great (partly, as 
it would appear, through reinforcements obtained 
by the former—-partly through the dispersion of the 
latter into flying squadrons from want of pay) that 
the Athenians no longer dared to maintain their 
position in the Hellespont. They sailed round the 
southern point of the Chersonese, and took station 
at Kardia on the western side of the isthmus of 
that peninsula. Here, about the commencement 
of spring, they were rejoined by Alkibiadés; who 
had found means to escape from Sardis, (along 
with Mantitheus, another Athenian prisoner,) first 
to Klazomenz, and next to Lesbos, where he col- 
lected a small squadron of five triremes. The di- 
spersed squadrons of the Athenian fleet being now 
all summoned to concentrate, Theramenés came 
to Kardia from Macedonia, and Thrasybulus from 
Thasos ; whereby the Athenian fleet was rendered 
superior in number to that of Mindarus. News was 
brought that the latter had moved with his fleet from 
the Hellespont to Kyzikus, and was now engaged 
in the siege of that place, jointly with Pharnabazus 
and the Persian land-force, 

His vigorous attacks had in fact already carried 
the place, when the Athenian admirals resolved to 
attack him there, and contrived to do it by sur- 
prise. Having passed first from Kardia to Elawds at 
the south of the Chersonese, they sailed up the 
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Hellespont to Prokonnesus by night, so that their 
passage escaped the notice of the Peloponnesian 
guardships at Abydos'. 

Resting at Prokonnesus one night, and seizing 
every boat on the island in order that their move- 
ments might be kept secret, Alkibiadés warned the 
assembled seamen that they must prepare for a sea- 
fight, a land-fight, and a wall-fight, all at once. 
‘* We have no money (said he), while our enemies 
have plenty from the Great King.” Neither zeal 
in the men, nor contrivance in the commanders, 
was wanting. <A body of hoplites were landed on 
the mainland in the territory of Kyzikus, for the 
purpose of operating a diversion ; after which the 
fleet was distributed into three divisions under Alki- 
biadés, Theramenés, and Thrasybulus. The former, 
advancing near to Kyzikus with his single division, 
challenged the fleet of Mindarus, and contrived to 
inveigle him by pretended flight to a distance from 
the harbour; while the other Athenian divisions, 
assisted by hazy and rainy weather, came up unex- 
pectedly, cut off his retreat, and forced him to run 
his ships ashore on the neighbouring mainland. 
After a gallant and hard-fought battle, partly on 
ship-board, partly ashore—at one time unpromising 
to the Athenians, in spite of their superiority of 
number, but not very intelligible in its details, and 
differently conceived by our two authorities—both 
the Peloponnesian fleet by sea and the forces of Phar. 
nabazus on land were completely defeated. Min- 


1 Diodor. xiii. 49. Diodorus specially notices this fact, which must 
obviously be correct. Without it, the surprise of Mindarus could not 
have been accomplished. 
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darus himself was slain ; and the entire fleet, every 
single trireme, was captured, except the triremes of 
Syracuse, which were burnt by their own crews ; 
while Kyzikus itself surrendered to the Athenians, 
and submitted to a large contribution, being spared 
from ail other harm. The booty taken by the vic- 
tors was abundant and valuable. The numbers of 
the triremes thus captured or destroyed 15 differently 
given; the lowest estimate states it at 60,the highest 
at 80". 

This capital action, ably planned and bravely exe- 
cuted by Alkibiadés and his two colleagues (about 
April 410 B.c.), changed sensibly the relative posi- 
tion of the belligerents. The Peloponnesians had 
now no fleet of importance in Asia, though they 
probably still retained a small squadron at the 
station of Milétus; while the Athenian fleet was 
more powerful and menacing than ever. The dis- 
may of the defeated army is forcibly portrayed in 
the laconic despatch sent by Hippokratés (secretary 
of the late admiral Mindarus) to the Ephors at 
Sparta:—‘‘ All honour and advantage are gone from 
us: Mindarus is slain: the men are starving: we 
are in straits what to do*.” The Ephors doubtless 
heard the same deplorable tale from more than one 
witness ; for this particular despatch never reached 
them, having been intercepted and carried to Athens. 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 1, 14-20; Diodor. xiii. 50, 51. 

The numerous discrepancies between Diodorus and Xenophon, in the 
events of these few years, are collected by Sievers, Commentat. in 
Xenoph. Hellen. not. 62. pp. 65, 66 seq. 

* Xenoph. Hellen. i. 1, 23. "Eppes τὰ καλά Μίνδαρος ἀπεσσούα" 
πεινῶντι τὥνδρες᾽ ἀπορέομες τί χρὴ δρᾷν. 

Plutarch, Alkib. c. 28. 
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So discouraging was the view which they enter- 
tained of the future, that a Lacedzemonian embassy 
with Endius at their head, came to Athens to pro- 
pose peace; or rather perhaps Endius (ancient 
friend and guest of Alkibiadés, who had already 
been at Athens as envoy before) was allowed to 
come thither now again to sound the temper of the 
city, In a sort of informal manner which admitted of 
being easily disavowed if nothing came of it. For 
it is remarkable that Xenophon makes no mention 
of this embassy : and his silence, though not suffi- 
cient to warrant us in questioning the reality of the 
event—which is stated by Diodorus, perhaps on the 
authority of Theopompus, and is noway improbable 
in itself—nevertheless leads me to doubt whether 
the Ephors themselves admitted that they had made 
or sanctioned the proposition. It is to be remem- 
bered, that Sparta, not to mention her obligation to 
her confederates generally, was at this moment 
bound by special convention to Persia to conclude 
no separate peace with Athens. 

According to Diodorus, Endius, having been ad- 
mitted to speak in the Athenian assembly, invited 
the Athenians to make peace with Sparta on the 
following terms:—That each party should stand just 
as they were: That the garrisons on both sides 
should be withdrawn: That prisoners sbould be ex- 
changed, one Lacedzemonian against one Athenian. 
Endius insisted in his speech on the mutual mischief 
which each was doing to the other by prolonging 
the war: but he contended that Athens was by far 
the greater sufferer of the two, and had the deepest 
interest in accelerating peace. She had nomoney, 
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while Sparta had the Great King as a paymaster : 
she was robbed of the produce of Attica by the 
garrison of Dekeleia, while Peloponnesus was un- 
disturbed: all her power and infiuence depended 
upon superiority at sea, which Sparta could dispense 
with, and yet retain her pre-eminence’. 

If we may believe Diodorus, all the most intelligent 
citizens in Athens recommended that this proposi- 
tion should be accepted. Only the demagogues, the 
disturbers, those who were accustomed to blow up 
the flames of war in order to obtain profit for them- 
selves, opposed it. Especially the demagogue Kleo- 
phon, now enjoying great influence, enlarged upon 
the splendour of the recent victory, and upon the 
new chances of success now opening to them: in- 
somuch that the assembly ultimately rejected the 
proposition of Endius?. 

It was easy for those, who wrote after the battle 
of AXgospotamos and the capture of Athens, to be 
wise after the fact, and to repeat the stock denun- 
ciations against an insane people misled by a cor- 
rupt demagogue. But if, abstracting from our 
knowledge of the final close of the war, we look to 
the tenor of this proposition (even assuming it to 
have been formal and authorised) as well as the 
time at which it was made—we shall hesitate before 
we pronounce Kleophon to have been foolish, much 
less corrupt, for recommending its rejection. In 
reference to the charge of corrupt interest in the 
continuance of war, I have already made some re- 
marks about Kleon, tending to show that no such 
interest can fairly be ascribed to demagogues of that 

1 Diodor. xim. 52. ; 5. Diodor. xii. 53. 
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character!. They were essentially unwarlike men, 
and had quite as much chance personally of losing, 
as of gaining, by a state of war. Especially this 
is true respecting Kleophon during the last years 
of the war—since the financial posture of Athens 
was then so unprosperous, that all her available 
means were exhausted to provide for ships and men, 
leaving little or no surplus for political peculators. 


The admirals, who paid the seamen by raising con- | 


tributions abroad, might possibly enrich themselves, 
if so inclined ; but the politicians at home had much 
less chance of such gains than they would have had 
in time of peace. Besides, even if Kleophon were 
ever so much a gainer by the continuance of war, 
yet assuming Athens to be ultimately crushed in 
the war, he was certain beforehand to be deprived, 
not only of all his gains and his position, but of his 
life also. 

So much for the charge against him of corrupt in- 
terest. The question whether his advice was judi- 
cious, Is not so easy to dispose of. Looking to the 
time when the proposition was made, we must re- 
collect that the Peloponnesian fleet in Asia had 
been just annihilated, and that the brief epistle itself, 
from Hippokratés to the Ephors, divulging in so 
emphatic a manner the distress of his troops, was 
at this moment before the Athenian assembly. On 
the other hand, the despatches of the Athenian 
generals, announcing their victory, had excited a 
sentiment of universal triumph, manifested by pub- 
lic thanksgiving, at Athens*: nor can we doubt 


1 See the preceding vol. vi. ch. liv. p. 622. 
2 Diodor. xii. 52. 
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that Alkibiadés and his colleagues promised a large 
career of coming success, perhaps the recovery of 
most part of the lost maritime empire. In this 
temper of the Athenian people and of their generals, 
justified as it was to a great degree by the reality, 
what is the proposition which comes from Endius ? 
What he proposes, is, in reality, no concession at 
all. Both parties to stand in their actual position— 
to withdraw garrisons—to restore prisoners. There 
was only one way in which Athens would have been 
a gainer by accepting these propositions. She 
would have withdrawn her garrison from Pylus— 
she would have been relieved from the garrison of 
Dekeleia: such an exchange would have been a 
considerable advantage to her. To this we must 
add the relief arising from simple cessation of war 
—doubtless real and important. 

Now the question is, whether a statesman like 
Periklés would have advised his countrymen to be 
satisfied with such a measure of concession, imme- 
diately after the great victory of Kyzikus, and the 
two smaller victories preceding it? I incline to 
believe that he would not. It would rather have 
appeared to him in the light of a diplomatic artifice 
calculated to paralyse Athens during the interval 
while her enemies were defenceless, and to gain time 
for them to build a new fleet'. Sparta could not 
pledge herself either for Persia, or for her Peloponne- 
sian confederates : indeed past experience had shown 

? Philochorus (ap. Schol. ad Eurip. Orest. 371) appears to have said 
that the Athenians rejected the proposition as insincerely meant— 
Λακεδαιμονίων πρεσβευσαμένων περὶ εἰρήνης ἀπιστήσαντες οἱ ᾽Αθη- 


ναῖοι οὐ προσήκαντο : compare also Schol. ad Eurip. Orest. 772—Phi- 
lochori Fragment. 
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that she could not do so with effect. By accepting 
the propositions, therefore, Athens would not really 
have obtained relief from the entire burthen of war; 
but would merely have blunted the ardour and tied 
up the hands of her own troops, at a moment when 
they felt themselves in the full current of success. By 
the armament, most certainly—and by the generals, 
Alkibiadés, Theramenés, and Thrasybulus—the ac- 
ceptunce of such terms at such a moment would 
have been regarded as a disgrace. It would have 
balked them of conquests ardently, and at that 
time not unreasonably, anticipated ; conquests tend- 
ing to restore Athens to that eminence from which 
she had been so recently deposed. And it would 
have inflicted this mortification, not merely without 
compensating gain to her in any other shape, but 
with a fair probability of imposing upon all her 
citizens the necessity of redoubled efforts at no very 
distant future, when the moment favourable to her 
enemies should have arrived. 

If therefore, passing from the vague accusation, 
that it was the demagogue Kleophon who stood 
between Athens and the conclusion of peace, we 
examine what were the specific terms of peace which 
he induced his countrymen to reject—we shall find 
that he had very strong reasons, not to say prepon- 
derant reasons, for his advice. Whether he made any 
use of this proposition, in itself inadmissible, to try 
and invite the conclusion of peace on more suitable 
and lasting terms, may well be doubted. Probably 
no such efforts would have succeeded, even if they 
had been made: yet a statesman like Periklés would 
have made the trial, in a conviction that Athens 
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was carrying on the war at a disadvantage which 
must in the long run sink her. A mere opposition 
speaker like Kleophon, even when taking what was 
probably a right measure of the actual proposition 
before him, did not look so far forward into the 
future. 

Meanwhile the Athenian fleet reigned alone in 
the Propontis and its two adjacent straits, the Bos- 
phorus and the Hellespont; although the ardour 
and generosity of Pharnabazus not only supplied 
maintenance and clothing to the distressed seamen 
of the vanquished fleet, but also encouraged the 
construction of fresh ships in the room of those 
captured. While he armed the seamen, gave them 
pay for two months, and distributed them as guards 
along the coast of the satrapy, he at the same time 
granted an unlimited supply of ship-timber from 
the abundant forests of Mount Ida, and assisted the 
officers in putting new triremes on the stocks at An- 
tandrus; near to which (at a place called Aspaneus) 
the Idzan wood was chiefly exported’. 

Having made these arrangements, he proceeded 
to lend aid at Chalkédon, which the Athenians had 
already begun to attack. Their first operation after 
the victory had been to sail to Perinthus and Se- 
lymbria, both of which had before revolted from 
Athens: the former, intimidated by the recent 
events, admitted them and rejoined itself to Athens ; 
the latter resisted such a requisition, but ransomed 
itself from attack for the present by the payment 
of a pecuniary fine. Alkibiadés then conducted 
them to Chalkédon, opposite to Byzantium on the 

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 1, 24-26; Strabo, xiii. p. 606. 
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southernmost Asiatic border of the Bosphorus. To 
be masters of these two straits, the Bosphorus and 
the Hellespont, was a point of first-rate moment to 
Athens ; first, because it enabled her to secure the 
arrival of the corn ships from the Euxine for her 
own consumption ; next, because she had it in her 
power to impose a tithe or due upon all the trading 
ships passing through—not unlike the dues im- 
posed by the Danes at the Sound even down to the 
present time. For the opposite reasons, of course 
the importance of the position was equally great to 
the enemies of Athens. Until the spring of the 
preceding year, Athens had been undisputed mis- 
tress of both the straits. But the revolt of Abydos 
in the Hellespont (about April 411 3.c.) and that 
of Byzantium with Chalkédon in the Bosphorus 
(about June 411 8.c.), had deprived her of this pre- 
eminence; and her supplies obtained during the 
last few months could only have come through 
during those intervals when her fleets there sta- 
tioned had the preponderance, so as to give them 
convoy. Accordingly it is highly probable that her 
supplies of corn from the Euxine during the autumn 
of 411 B.c., had been comparatively restricted. 
Though Chalkédon itself, assisted by Pharnaba- 
zus, still held out against Athens, Alkibiadés now 
took possession of Chrysopolis, its unfortified sea- 
port, on the eastern coast of the Bosphorus opposite 
Byzantium. This place he fortified, established in 
it a squadron with a permanent garrison, and erected 
it into a regular tithing port for levying toll on all 
vessels coming out of the Euxine'. The Athenians 


1 See Demosthen. de Corona, c. 71; and Xenoph. Hellen. i. 1, 22. 
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seem to have habitually levied thistoll at Byzantium, 
until the revolt of that place, among their constant 
sources of revenue : it was now re-established under 
the auspices of Alkibiadés. In so far as it was 
levied on ships which brought their produce for 
sale and consumption at Athens, it was of course 
ultimately paid in the shape of increased price by 
Athenian citizens and metics. Thirty triremes 
under Theramenés were left at Chrysopolis to en- 
force this levy, to convoy friendly merchantmen, 
and in other respects to serve as annoyance to the 
enemy. 

The remaining fleet went partly to the Hellespont, 
partly to Thrace, where the diminished maritime 
strength of the Lacedemonians already told in re- 
spect to the adherence of the cities. At Thasus 
especially’, the citizens, headed by Ekphantus, 
expelled the Lacedzmonian harmost Eteonikus 
with his garrison, and admitted Thrasybulus with 
an Athenian force. It will be recollected that this 
was one of the cities in which Peisander and the 
Four Hundred conspirators (early in 411 3B.c.) had 
put down the democracy and established an oligar- 


καὶ δεκατευτήριον κατεσκεύασαν ἐν αὐτῇ (Χρυσοπόλει), καὶ τὴν δεκάτην 
ἐξελέγοντο τῶν ἐκ τοῦ Πόντου πλοίων : compare iv. 8, 27; and v. 1,28: 
also Diodor. xiii. 64. 

The expression τὴν δεκάτην implies that this tithe was something 
known and pre-established. 

Polybius (iv. 44) gives credit to Alkibiadés for having been the first 
to suggest this method of gainto Athens. But there is evidence that it 
was practised long before—even anterior to the Athenian empire, during 
the times of Persian preponderance (see Herodot. vi. 5). 

See a striking passage, illustrating the importance to Athens of the 
posssession of Byzantium, in Lysias, Orat. xxviii. cont. Ergokl. sect. 6. 

1 Xenoph. Mellen. i. 1, 32; Demosthen. cont. Leptin. 5. 48. c. 14. 
p- 474. : 
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chical government, under pretence that the allied 
cities would be faithful to Athens as soon as she 
was relieved from her democratical institutions. 
All the calculations of these oligarchs had teen dis- 
appointed, as Phrynichus had predicted from the 
first: the Thasians, as soon as their own oligar- 
chical party had been placed in possession of the 
government, recalled their disaffected exiles’, under 
whose auspices a Laconian garrison and harmost 
had since been introduced. Eteonikus, now ex- 
pelled, accused the Lacedemonian admiral Pasip- 
pidas of being himself a party to the expulsion, 
under bribes from Tissaphernés; an accusation, 
which seems improbable, but which the Lacede- 
monians believed, and accordingly banished Pasip- 
pidas, sending Kratesippidas to replace him. The 
new admiral found at Chios a small fleet which Pa- 
sippidas had already begun to collect from the allies, 
to supply the recent losses’. 

The tone at Athens, since the late naval victories, 
had become more hopeful and energetic. Agis, 
with his garrison at Dekeleia, though the Athenians 
could not hinder him from ravaging Attica, yet on 
approaching one day near to the city walls, was re- 
pelled with spirit and success by Thrasyllus. But 
that which most mortified the Lacedzemonian king, 
was to discern from his lofty station at Dekeleia the 
abundant influx into the Peirzus of corn-ships from 
the Euxine, again renewed in the autumn of 410 
B.c., since the occupation of the Bosphorus and 
Hellespont by Alkibiadés. For the safe reception 
of these vessels, Thorikus was soon after fortified. 

' Thucyd. viii. 64. * Xenoph. Hellen. i. 1, 32. 
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Agis exclaimed that it was fruitless to shut out the 
Athenians from the produce of Attica, so long as 
plenty of imported corn was allowed to reach them. 
Accordingly he provided, in conjunction with the 
Megarians, a small squadron of fifteen triremes, with 
which he despatched Klearchus to Byzantium and 
Chalkédon. That Spartan was a public guest of 
the Byzantines, and had already been singled out 
to command auxiliaries intended for that city. He 
seems to have begun his voyage during the ensuing 
winter (B.c. 410-409), and reached Byzantium in 
safety, though with the destruction of three of his 
squadron by the nine Athenian triremes who guarded 
the Hellespont’. 

In the ensuing spring, Thrasyllus was despatched 
from Athens at the head of a large new force to act 
in Ionia. He commanded 50 triremes, 1000 of the 
regular hoplites, 100 horsemen, and 5000 seamen, 
with the means of arming these latter as peltasts ; 
also transports for his troops besides the triremes?. 
Having reposed his armament for three days at 
Samos, he made a descent at Pygela, and next suc- 
ceeded in making himself master of Kolophon with 
its port Notium. He next threatened Ephesus, but 
that place was defended by a powerful force which 
Tissaphernés had summoned, under proclamation 
**to go and succour the goddess Artemis ; ” as well 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 1, 35-36. He says that the ships of Klearchus, 
on being attacked by the Athenians in the Hellespont, fled first to 
Sestos, and afterwards to Byzantium. But Sestos was the Athenian 
station. The name must surely be put by inadvertence for Abydos, the 
Peloponnesian station. 

2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 1, 34; i. 2,1. Diodorus (xiii. 64) confounds 
Thrasybulus with Thrasyllus. 
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as by twenty-five fresh Syracusan and two Selinu- 
sian triremes recently arrived'. From these enemies 
Thrasyllus sustained a severe defeat near Ephesus, 
lost 300 men, and was compelled to sail off to No- 
tium ; from whence, after burying his dead, he pro- 
ceeded northward towards the Hellespont. On 
their way thither, while halting for a while at Me- 
thymna in the north of Lesbos, Thrasyllus saw the 
twenty-five Syracusan triremes passing by on their 
voyage from Ephesus to Abydos. He immediately 
attacked them, captured four along with the entire 
crews, and chased the remainder back to their sta- 
tion at Ephesus. All the prisoners taken were sent 
to Athens, where they were deposited for custody in 
the stone-quarries of Peirzeus, doubtless in retalia- 
tion for the treatment of the Athenian prisoners 
at Syracuse: they contrived however during the 
ensuing winter to break a way out and escape to 
Dekeleia. Among the prisoners taken, was found 
Alkibiadés the Athenian (cousin and fellow-exile of 
the Athenian general of the same name), whom 
Thrasyllus caused to be set at liberty, while the 
others were sent to Athens’. 

After the delay caused by this pursuit, he brought 
back his armament to the Hellespont and joined 


1 Xenoph. Hellen.i.2,5-11. Xenophon distinguishes these twenty- 
five Syracusan triremes into τῶν προτέρων εἴκοσι veov—and then αἱ 
ἔτεραι πέντε, ai νεωστὶ ἥκουσαι. But it appears to me that the twenty 
triremes, as well as the five, must have come to Asia, since the battle of 
Kyzikus—though the five may have been somewhat later in their period 
of arrival. All the Syracusan ships in the fleet of Mindarus were de- 
stroyed ; and it seems impossible to imagine that that admiral can 
have left twenty Syracusan ships at Ephesus or Milétus, in addition to 
those which he took with him to the Hellespont. 

2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 2, 8-15. 
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Thrasyllus the force of Alkibiadés at Sestos. Their joint force 

biadés at | WAS conveyed over, seemingly about the commence- 

pont. ment of autumn, to Lampsakus on the Asiatic side 
of the strait ; which place they fortified and made 
their head-quarters for the autumn and winter, 
maintaining themselves by predatory excursions 
throughout the neighbouring satrapy of Pharna- 
bazus. It is curious to learn, however, that when 
Alkibiadés was proceeding to marshal them alto- 
gether (the hoplites, according to Athenian custom, 
taking rank according to their tribes) his own 
soldiers, never yet beaten, refused to fraternise with 
those of ‘'hrasyllus; who had been so recently 
worsted at Ephesus. Nor was this alienation re- 
moved until after a joint expedition against Abydos ; 
Pharnabazus, presenting himself with a consider- 
able force, especially cavalry, to relieve that place, 
was encountered and defeated in a battle wherein 
all the Athenians present took part. The honour 
of the hoplites of Thrasyllus was now held to be re- 
established, so that the fusion of ranks was admitted 
without farther difficulty’. Even the entire army, 
however, was not able to accomplish the conquest 
of Abydos ; which the Peloponnesians and Pharna- 
bazus still maintained as their station on the Hel- 
lespont. 

5.0. 409. Meanwhile Athens had so stripped herself of 

Pylusisre- force, by the large armament recently sent with 


taken b . 
the Lece- Thrasyllus, that her enemies near home were en- 


““jinerace couraged to active operations. The Spartans des- 
OF the an patched an expedition, both of triremes and of land- 
Anytun for force, to attack Pylus, which had remained as an 


ving it. 1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 2, 13-17; Plutarch, Alkibiad. ο. 29. 
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Athenian post and a refuge for revolted Helots 
ever since its first fortification by Demosthenés in 
B.c. 425. The place was vigorously attacked both 
by sea and by land, and soon became much pressed. 
Not unmindful of its distress, the Athenians sent 
to its relief 30 triremes under Anytus, who however 
came back without even reaching the place, having 
been prevented by stormy weather or unfavourable 
winds from doubling Cape Malea. Pylus was soon 
afterwards obliged to surrender, the garrison depart- 
ing on terms of capitulation’. But Anytus on his 
return encountered great displeasure from his coun- 
trymen, and was put on his trial for having betrayed, 
or for not having done his utmost to fulfill, the trust 
confided to him. It is said that he only saved him- 
self from condemnation by bribing the Dikastery, 
and that he was the first Athenian who ever obtained 
a verdict by corruption’. Whether he could really 
have reached Pylus, and whether the obstacles which 
baffled him were such as an energetic officer would 
have overcome, we have no means of determining ; 
still less, whether it be true that he actually escaped 
by bribery. The story seems to prove, however, that 
the general Athenian public thought him deserving 
of condemnation, and were so much surprised by 
his acquittal, as to account for it by supposing, 

1 Diodor. xiii. 64. The slighting way in which Xenophon (Hellen. i. 
2, 18) dismisses this capture of Pylus, as a mere retreat of some run- 
away Helots from Malea—as well as his employment of the name 
Koryphasion, and not of Pylus—prove how much he wrote after La- 
cedsemonian informants. 

2 Diodor. xiii. 64; Plutarch, Coriolan. c. 14. 

Aristotle, ᾿Αθηναίων πολιτεία, ap. Harpokration. v. Aexafwy—and in 


the Collection of Fragment. Aristotel. no. 72. ed. Didot (Fragment. 
Historic. Gree. vol. ii. p. 127). 
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truly or falsely, the use of means never before at- 
tempted. 
It was about the same time, also, that the Mega- 
ΓΔΒ recovered by surprise their port of Nisa, 
which had been held by an Athenian garrison since 
B.c.424. The Athenians made an effort to recover 
it, but failed; though they defeated the Megarians 
in an action!. 
».ο. 408. Thrasyllus, during the summer of 3.c. 409—and 
Capture of even the joint force of Thrasyllus and Alkibiadés 
by Alkibia- during the autumn of the same year—seem to have 
Athesans effected less than might have been expected from 
so large a force: indeed it must have been at some 
period during this year that the Lacedemonian 
Klearchus, with his 15 Megarian ships, penetrated 
up the Hellespont to Byzantium, finding it guarded 
only by 9 Athenian triremes*. But the operations 
of 408 s.c. were more important. The entire force 
under Alkibiadés and the other commanders was 
mustered for the siege of Chalkédon and Byzantium. 
The Chalkédonians, having notice of the project, 
deposited their moveable property for safety in the 
hands of their neighbours the Bithynian Thracians ; 
a remarkable evidence of the good feeling and con- 
fidence between the two, contrasting strongly with 
the perpetual hostility which subsisted on the other 
side of the Bosphorus between Byzantium and the 
Thracian tribes adjoining®. But the precaution was 
frustrated by Alkibiadés, who entered the territory 
of the Bithynians and compelled them by threats to 
deliver up the effects confided to them. He then 


1 Diodor. xiii. 65. 2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 1, 36. 
δ Polyb. iv. 44—45. 
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proceeded to block up Chalkédon by a wooden wall 
carried across from the Bosphorus to the Propontis ; 
though the continuity of this wall was interrupted 
by a river, and seemingly by some rough ground on 
the immediate brink of the river. The blockading 
wall was already completed, when Pharnabazus ap- 
peared with an army for the relief of the place, and 
advanced as far as the Herakleion (or temple of 
Heraklés) belonging to the Chalkedonians. Profiting 
by his approach, Hippokratés, the Lacedemonian 
harmost in the town, made a vigorous sally: but the 
Athenians repelled all the efforts of Pharnabazus to 
force a passage through their lines and join him— 
so that, after an obstinate contest, the sallying force 
was driven back within the walls of the town, and 
Hippokratés himself killed’. 

The blockade of the town was now made so 
sure, that Alkibiadés departed with a portion of the 
army to levy money and get together forces for the 
siege of Byzantium afterwards. During his absence, 
Theramenés and Thrasybulus came to terms with 
Pharnabazus for the capitulation of Chalkédon. It 
was agreed that the town should again become a 
tributary dependency of Athens, on the same rate 
of tribute as before the revolt, and that the arrears 
during the subsequent period should be paid up. 
Moreover Pharnabazus himself engaged to pay to the 
Athenians 20 talents on behalf of the town, and 
also to escort some Athenian envoys up to Susa, 
enabling them to submit propositions for accom- 
modation to the Great King. Until those envoys 
should return, the Athenians covenanted to abstain 


' Xenoph. Hellen. i. 3, 5-7; Diodor. xiii. 66. 
N 2 
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from hostilities against the satrapy of Pharnabazus'’. 
Oaths to this effect were mutually exchanged, after 
the return of Alkibiadés from his expedition. For 
Pharnabazus positively refused to complete the 
ratification with the other generals, until Alkibiadés 
should be there to ratify in person also; a proof at 
once of the great individual importance of the latter, 
and of his known facility in finding excuses to 
evade an agreement. Two envoys were accordingly 
sent by Pharnabazus to Chrysopolis, to receive the 
oaths of Alkibiadés, while two relatives of Alkibia- 
dés came to Chalkédon as witnesses to those of 
Pharnabazus. Over and above the common oath 
shared with his colleagues, Alkibiadés took a special 
covenant of personal friendship and hospitality with 
the satrap, and received from him the like. 
Alkibiadés had employed his period of absence 
in capturing Selybria, from whence he obtained a 


? XNenoph. Hellen. i. 3, 9. ὙὙποτελεῖν τὸν φόρον Χαλκηδονίους ᾿Αθη- 
ναίοις ὅσονπερ εἰώθεσαν, καὶ τὰ ὀφειλόμενα χρήματα ἀποδοῦναι" ᾿Αθη- 
vaious δὲ μὴ πολεμεῖν Χαλκηδονίοις, Ews ἂν of παρὰ βασιλέα πρέσβεις 
ἔλθωσιν. 

This passage strengthens the doubts which I threw out in a former 
chapter, whether the Athenians ever did or cuuld realise their project 
of commuting the tribute (imposed upon the dependent allies) for an 
ad valorem duty of five per cent. on imports and exports, which project 
is mentioned by Thucydidés (vii. 28) as having been resolved upon at 
least, if not carried out, in the summer of 413 B.c. In the bargain 
here made with the Chalkedonians, it seems implied that the payment 
of tribute was the last arrangement subsisting between Athens and 
Chalkédon, at the time of the revolt of the latter. 

Next, I agree with the remark made by Schneider in his note upon 
the passage ᾿Αθηναίους δὲ μὴ πολεμεῖν Χαλκηδονίοις. 16 notices the 
tenor of the covenant as it stands in Plutarch—rjv Φαρναβάζου δὲ 
χώραν μὴ ἀδικεῖν (Alkib. c. 31), which is certainly far more suitable to 
the circumstances. Instead of Χαλκηδονίοις he proposes to read Papva- 
βάζῳ. At any rate, this is the meaning. 
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sum of money, and in getting together a large body 
of Thracians, with whom he marched by land to 
Byzantium. That place was now besieged, imme- 
diately after the capitulation of Chalkédon, by the 
united force of the Athenians. A wall of circum- 
vallation was drawn around it, and various attacks 
were made by missiles and battering engines. These 
however the Lacedzmonian garrison, under the 
harmost Klearchus, aided by some Megarians under 
Helixus and Bceotians under Keeratadas, was per- 
fectly competent to repel. But the ravages of 
famine were not so easily dealt with. After the 
blockade had lasted some time, provisions began 
to fail; so that Klearchus, strict and harsh even 
under ordinary circumstances, became inexorable 
and oppressive from exclusive anxiety for the sub- 
sistence of his soldiers ; and even locked up the stock 
of food while the population of the town were dying 
of hunger around him. Seeing that his only hope 
was from external relief, he sallied forth from the 
city to entreat aid from Pharnabazus ; and to get 
together, if possible, a fleet for some aggressive 
operation that might divert the attention of the be- 
siegers. He left the defence to Koeratadas and 
Helixus, in full confidence that the Byzantines were 
too much compromised by their revolt from Athens 
to venture to desert Sparta, whatever might be their 
suffering. But the favourable terms recently granted 
to Chalkédon, coupled with the severe and increa- 
sing famine, induced Kydon anda Byzantine party 
to open the gates by night, and admit Alkibiadés 
with the Athenians into the wide interior square 
called the Thrakion. Helixus and Koeratadas, ap- 
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prised of this attack only when the enemy had ac- 
tually got possession of the town on all sides, vainly 
attempted resistance, and were compelled to sur- 
render at discretion : they were sent as prisoners to 
Athens, where Kceratadas contrived to escape during 
the confusion of the landing at Peireus. Favour- 
able terms were granted to the town, which was 
replaced in its position of a dependent ally of 
Athens, and probably had to pay up its arrears of 
tribute in the same manner as Chalkédon’. 

So slow was the process of siege in ancient times, 
that the reduction of Chalkédon and Byzantium 
occupied nearly the whole year; the latter place 
surrendering about the beginning of winter*. Both 
of them, however, were acquisitions of capital im- 
portance to Athens, making her again undisputed 
mistress of the Bosphorus, and ensuring to her two 
valuable tributary allies. Nor was this all the im- 
provement which the summer had operated in her 
position. The accommodation just concluded with 
Pharnabazus was also a step of great value, and still 
greater promise. It was plain that the satrap had 
grown weary of bearing all the brunt of the war for 
the benefit of the Peloponnesians, and that he was 
well-disposed to assist the Athenians in coming to 
terms with the Great King. The mere withdrawal 
of his hearty support from Sparta, even if nothing 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 3,15-22; Diodor. xiii. 67 ; Plutarch, Alkib. c. 31. 

The account given by Xenophon of the surrender of Byzantium which 
I have followed in the text, is perfectly plain and probable. It does 
not consist with the complicated stratagem described in Diodorus and 
Plutarch, as well as in Frontinus, 11]. xi. 3; alluded to also in Polyzenus, 
i. 48, 2. 

3 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 1. 
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else followed from it, was of immense moment to 
Athens ; and thus much was really achieved. The 
envoys, five Athenians and two Argeians (all, pro- 
bably, sent for from Athens, which accounts for 
some delay), were directed after the siege of Chal- 
kédon to meet Pharnabazus at Kyzikus. Some 
Lacedzemonian envoys, and even the Syracusan 
Hermokratés, who had been condemned and ba- 
nished by sentence at home, took advantage of the 
same escort, and all proceeded on their journey 
upward to Susa. Their progress was arrested, 
during the extreme severity of the winter, at Gor- 
dium in Phrygia; and it was while pursuing their 
track into the interior at the opening of spring, 
that they met the young prince Cyrus, son of King 
Darius, coming down in person to govern an im- 
portant part of Asia Minor. Some Lacedzmonian 
envoys (Bceotius and others) were travelling down 
along with him, after having fulfilled their mission 
at the Persian court'. 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 2-3. 
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FROM THE ARRIVAL OF CYRUS THE YOUNGER IN ASIA 
MINOR DOWN TO THE BATTLE OF ARGINUSZ. 


Tue advent of Cyrus, commonly known as Cyrus 
the younger, into Asia Minor, was an event of the 
greatest importance, opening what may be called 
the last phase in the Peloponnesian war. 

He was the younger of the two sons of the Per- 
sian king Darius Nothus by the cruel queen Pa- 
rysatis, and was now sent down by his father as 


- satrap of Lydia, Phrygia the greater, and Kappa- 


dokia—as well as general of all that military divi- 
sion of which the muster-place was Kastélus. His 
command did not at this time comprise the Greek 
cities on the coast, which were still left to Tissa- 
phernés and Pharnabazus'. But he nevertheless 
brought down with him a strong interest in the 
Grecian war, and an intense anti-Athenian feeling, 
with full authority from his father to carry it out 
into act. Whatever this young man willed, he 
willed strongly: his bodily activity, rising superior 
to those temptations of sensual indulgence which 
often enervated the Persian grandees, provoked the 
admiration even of Spartans*; and his energetic 
character was combined with a certain measure of 
ability. Though he had not as yet conceived that 

1 The Anabasis of Xenophon (i. 1, 6-8; i. 9, 7-9) is better authority, 
and speaks more exactly, than the Hellenica, i. 4, 3. 


3 See the anecdote of Cyrus and Lysander in Xenoph. Cconom. iv. 
31-23, 
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deliberate plan for mounting the Persian throne 
which afterwards absorbed his whole mind, and was 
so near succeeding by the help of the Ten Thousand 
Greeks—yet he seems to have had from the begin- 
ning the sentiment and ambition of a king in pro- 
spect, not those of a satrap. He came down well- 
aware that Athens was the efficient enemy by whom 
the pride of the Persian kings had been humbled, 
the insular Greeks kept out of the sight of a Persian 
ship, and even the continental Greeks on the coast 
practically emancipated—for the last sixty years. 
He therefore brought down with him a strenuous 
desire, to put down the Athenian power, very dif- 
ferent from the treacherous balancing of Tissapher- 
nés, and much more formidable even than the 
straightforward enmity of Pharnabazus, who had less 
money, less favour at court, and less of youthful ar- 
dour. Moreover Pharnabazus, after having heartily 
espoused the cause of the Peloponnesians for the 
last three years, had now become weary of the allies 
whom he had so long kept in pay. Instead of ex- 
pelling Athenian influence from his coasts with little 
difficulty, as he had expected to do—he found his 
satrapy plundered, his revenues impaired or absorb- 
ed, and an Athenian fleet all-powerful in the Pro- 
pontis and Hellespont ; while the Lacedzemonian 
fleet, which he had taken so much pains to invite, 
was destroyed. Decidedly sick of the Peloponnesian 
cause, he was even leaning towards Athens; and 
the envoys whom he was escorting to Susa might 
perhaps have laid the foundation of an altered Per- 
sian policy in Asia Minor, when the journey of 
Cyrus down to the coast overthrew all such calcu- 
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lations. The young prince brought with him a fresh, 
hearty, and youthful antipathy against Athens,—a 
power inferior only to that of the Great King him- 
self—and an energetic determination to use it with-. 
out reserve in ensuring victory to the Peloponne- 
sians. 

From the moment that Pharnabazus and the 
Athenian envoys met Cyrus, their farther progress 
towards Susa became impossible. Boeotius, and 
the other Lacedemonian envoys travelling along 
with the young prince, made extravagant boasts of 
having obtained all that they asked for at Susa ; and 
Cyrus himself announced his powers as unlimited 
in extent over the whole coast, all for the purpose 
of prosecuting vigorous war in conjunction with the 
Lacedemonians. Pharnabazus, on hearing this in- 
telligence and seeing the Great King’s seal to the 
words—‘‘ I send down Cyrus, as lord of all those 
who muster at Kastdlus ’’—not only refused to let 
the Athenian envoys proceed onward, but was even 
obliged to obey the orders of the young prince, who 
insisted that they should either be surrendered to 
him, or at least detained for some time in the in- 
terior, in order that no information might be con- 
veyed to Athens. The satrap resisted the first of 
these requisitions, having pledged his word for their 
safety ; but he obeyed the second—detaining them 
in Kappadokia for no less than three years, until 
Athens was prostrate and on the point of surrender, 
after which he obtained permission from Cyrus to 
send them back to the sea-coast’. 


' Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 3-8. The words here employed respecting 
the envoys, when returning after their three years’ detention—déer 
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This arrival of Cyrus, overruling the treachery of 
Tissaphernés as well as the weariness of Pharna- 
bazus, and supplying the enemies of Athens with a 
double flow of Persian gold at a moment when the 
streain would otherwise have dried up—was a para- 
mount item in that sum of causes which concurred 
to determine the result of the war'. But important 
as the event was in itself, it was rendered still more 
important by the character of the Lacedzemonian 
admiral Lysander, with whom the young prince first 
came into contact on reaching Sardis. 

Lysander had come out to supersede Kratesippi- 
das about December 408 B.c., or January 407 B.c.* 


πρὸς τὸ ἄλλο στρατόπεδον awér\evocay—appear to me an inadvertence. 
The return of the envoys must have been in the spring of 404 B.c., at 
a time when Athens had no camp: the surrender of the city took place 
in April 404 B.c. Xenophon incautiously speaks as if that state of 
things which existed when the envoys departed, still continued at their 
return. 

1 The words of Thucydidés (ii. 65) imply this as his opinion—Kupp 
re ὕστερον βασιλέως παιδὶ προσγενομένῳ, &c. 

3 The commencement of Lysander’s navarchy or year of maritime 
command appears to me established for this winter. He had been 
some time actually in his command before Cyrus arrived at Sardis—Oi 
δὲ Λακεδαιμόνιοι, πρότερον τούτων ov πολλῷ χρόνῳ Κρατησιππίδᾳ 
τῆς ναναρχίας παρεληλυθυίας, Λύσανδρον ἐξέπεμψαν ναύαρχον. Ὁ δὲ 
ἀφικόμενος ἐς 'Ῥόδον, καὶ ναῦς ἐκεῖθεν λαβὼν, ἐς Κῶ καὶ Μίλητον ἔπλευ- 
σεν ἐκεῖθεν δὲ ἐς "Ἔφεσον καὶ ἐκεῖ ἔμεινε, vas ἔχων ἑβδομήκοντα, 
μέχρις οὗ Κῦρος ἐς Σάρδεις ἀφίκετο (Xenoph. Hellen. i. ὃ, 1). 

Mr. Fynes Clinton (Fast. Η. ad ann. 407 B.c.) has, I presume, been 
misled by the first words of this passage—mpdérepoy τούτων ov πολλῷ 
xpévy—when he says—“ During the stay of Alcibiadés at Athens, Ly- 
sander is sent as vavapyos—Xen. Hell. i. 5,1. Then followed the defeat 
of Antiochus, the deposition of Alcibiadés, and the substitution of dA- 
λους δέκα, between September 407 and September 406, when Callicra- 
tidas succeeded Lysander.” 

Now Alkibiadés came to Athens in the month of Thargelion, or about 
the end of May 407, and etaid there till the beginning of September 
407. Cyrus arrived at Sardis before Alkibiadés reached Athens, and 
Lysander had been some time at his post before Cyrus arrived ; so that 
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He was the last (after Brasidas and Gylippus) of 
that trio of eminent Spartans, from whom all the ca- 
pital wounds of Athens proceeded, during the course 
of this long war. He was born of poor parents, 
and is even said to have been of that class called 
Mothakes, being only enabled by the aid of richer 
men to keep up his contribution to the public mess, 
and his place in the constant drill and discipline. 
He was not only an excellent officer’, thoroughly 
competent to the duties of military command, but 
possessed also great talents for intrigue, and for 
organising a political party as well as keeping up 
its disciplined movements. Though indifferent to 
the temptations either of money or of pleasure’, and 
willingly acquiescing in the poverty to which he 
was born, he was altogether unscrupulous in the 
prosecution of ambitious objects, either for his 
country or for himself. His family, poor as it was, 
enjoyed a dignified position at Sparta—belonging to 
the gens of the Herakleidz, not connected by any 
near relationship with the kings:—moreover his 
personal reputation as a Spartan was excellent, since 


Lysander was not sent out “during the stay of Alcibiadés at Athens,” 
but some months before. Still less is it correct to say that Callicratidas 
succeeded Lysander in September 406. The battle of Arginuse, wherein 
Callicratidas perished, was fought about August 406, after he had been 
admiral for several months. The words πρότερον τούτων, when con- 
strued along with the context which succeeds, must evidently be under- 
stood in a large sense—‘ these events’”’—mean the general series of 
events which begins i. 4, 8—the proceedings of Alkibiadés from the 
beginning of the spring of 407. 

' #lian, V. H. xii. 43; Athensus, vi. p. 271. The assertion that 
Lysander belonged to the class of Mothakes is given by Athenzus as 
coming from Phylarchus, and I see no reason for calling it in question. 
lian states the same thing respecting Gylippus and Kallikratidas also ; 
I do not know on what authonity. 

3 Theopompus, Fragm. 21, ed. Didot; Plutarch, Lysand. c. 30. 
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his observance of the rules of discipline had been 
rigorous and exemplary. The habits of self-con- 
straint thus acquired served him in guod stead when 
it became necessary to his ambition to court the 
favour of the great. His recklessness about false- 
hood and perjury is illustrated by various current 
sayings ascribed to him—such as, that children were 
to be taken in by means of dice, men by means of 
oaths!. Aselfish ambition—for promoting the power 
of his country not merely in connection with, but 
in subservience to, his own-—guided him from the 
beginning to the end of his career. In this main 
quality, he agreed with Alkibiadés ; in reckless im- 
morality of means, he went even beyond him. He 
seems to have been cruel ; an attribute which formed 
no part of the usual character of Alkibiadés. On the 
other hand, the love of personal enjoyment, luxury, 
and ostentation, which counted for so much in Alki- 
biadés, was quite unknown to Lysander. The basis 
of his disposition was Spartan, tending to merge 
appetite, ostentation, and expansion of mind, all in 
the love of command and influence—not Athenian, 
which tended to the development of many and di- 
versified impulses ; ambition being one, but only 
one, among the number. 

Kratesippidas, the predecessor of Lysander, seems 
to have enjoyed the maritime command for more 
than the usual yearly period, having superseded 
Pasippidas during the middle of the year of the lat- 
ter. But the maritime power of Sparta was then 
so weak (having not yet recovered from the ruin- 
ous defeat at Kyzikus), that he achieved little or 

1 Plutarch, Lysander, c. 8. 
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nothing. We hear of him only as furthering, for his 
own profit, a political revolution at Chios. Bribed 
by a party of Chian exiles, he took possession of the 
acropolis, reinstated them in the island, and aided 
them in deposing and expelling the party then in 
office, to the number of 600. It is plain that this 
is not a question between democracy and oligarchy, 
but between two oligarchical parties, the one of 
which succeeded in purchasing the factious agency 
of the Spartan admiral. The exiles whom he ex- 
pelled took possession of Atarneus, a strong post 
belonging to the Chians on the mainland opposite 
Lesbos. From hence they made war, as well as 
they could, upon their rivals now in possession of 
the island, and also upon other parts of Ionia; not 
without some success and profit, as will appear by 
their condition about ten years afterwards’. 

The practice of reconstituting the governments of 
the Asiatic cities, thus begun by Kratesippidas, was 
extended and brought to a system by Lysander ; not 
indeed for private emolument, which he always de- 
spised—but in views of ambition. Having departed 
from Peloponnesus with a squadron, he reinforced 
it at Rhodes and then sailed onward to Kés (an 
Athenian island, so that he could only have touched 
there) and Milétus. He took up his final station at 
Ephesus, the nearest point to Sardis, where Cyrus 
was expected to arrive; and while awaiting his 
coming, augmented his fleet to the number of 70 
triremes. As soon as Cyrus reached Sardis (about 


1 Diodor. xiii. 65; Xenoph. Hellen. iii. 2,11. I presume that this 
conduct of Kratesippidas is the fact glanced at by Isokratés de Pace, 
Scet. 128. p. 240, ed. Bekk. 
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April or May 407 B.c.), Lysander went to pay his 
court to him along with some Lacedemonian en- 
voys, and found himself welcomed with every mark 
of favour. Preferring bitter complaints against the 
double-dealing of Tissaphernés—whom they accused 
of having frustrated the king’s orders and sacrificed 
the interests of the empire, under the seductions of 
Alkibiadés,—they entreated Cyrus to adopt a new 
policy, and execute the stipulations of the treaty by 
lending the most vigorous aid to put down the com- 
mon enemy. Cyrus replied that these were the ex- 
press orders which he had received from his father, 
and that he was prepared to fulfill them with all his 
might. He had brought with him (he said) 500 ta- 
lents, which should be at once devoted to the cause: 
if these were insufficient, he would resort to the pri- 
vate funds which his father had given him; and if 
more still were needed, he would coin into money 
the gold and silver throne on which he sat". 
Lysander and the envoys returned the warmest 
thanks for these magnificent promises, which were 
not likely to prove empty words from the lips of a 
vehement youth like Cyrus. So sanguine were the 
hopes which they conceived from his character and 
proclaimed sentiments, that they ventured to ask 
him to restore the rate of pay to one full Attic 
drachma per head for the seamen ; which had been 
-therate promised by Tissaphernés through his envoys 
at Sparta, when he first invited the Lacedemonians 
across the ASgean, and when it was doubtful whe- 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 5, 3-4; Diodor. xiii. 70; Plutarch, Lysander, 
c.4. This seems to have been a favourite metaphor, either used by, 
or at least ascribed to, the Persian grandees; we have already had it a 
little before from the mouth of Tissaphernés. 


His dex- 
terous 
policy—he 
acquires the 
peculiar 
esteem of 


192 HISTORY OF GREECE. (Paar II. 


ther they would come—but actually paid only for the 
first month, and then reduced to half a drachma, 
furnished in practice with miserable irregularity. 
As a motive for granting this increase of pay, Cyrus 
was assured that it would determine the Athenian 
seamen to desert so largely, that the war would 
sooner come to an end, and of course the expendi- 
ture also. But he refused compliance, saying that 
the rate of pay had been fixed both by the king’s 
express orders and by the terms of the treaty, so 
that he could not depart from it'. In this reply 
Lysander was forced to acquiesce. The envoys were 
treated with distinction, and feasted at a banquet ; 
after which Cyrus, drinking to the health of Ly- 
sander, desired him to declare what favour he 
could do to gratify him most. ‘‘ To grant an ad- 
ditional obolus per head for each seaman’s pay,” 
replied Lysander. Cyrus immediately complied, 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 5, 5. εἶναι δὲ καὶ ras συνθήκας οὕτως ἐχούσας, 
τριάκοντα μνᾶς ἑκάστῃ νηΐ τοῦ μηνὸς διδόναι, ὁπόσας ἂν βούλοιντο τρέφειν 
Λακεδαιμόνιοι. 

This is not strictly correct. The rate of pay is not specified in either 
of the three conventions, as they stand in Thucyd. viii. 18, 37, 58. It 
seems to have been, from the beginning, matter of verbal understand- 
ing and promise ; first a drachma per day was promised by the envoys 
of Tissaphernés at Sparta—next, the satrap himself at Milétus cut down 
this drachma to half a drachma, and promised this lower rate for the 
future (viii. 29). 

Mr. Mitford says—‘‘ Lysander proposed, that an Attic drachma, 
which was eight oboli, nearly tenpence sterling, should be allowed for 
daily pay to every seaman.” , 

Mr. Mitford had in the previous sentence stated three oboli as equal 
to not quite fourpence sterling. Of course therefore it is plain that he 
did not consider three oboli as the half of a drachma (Hist. Greece, 
ch. xx. sect. i. vol. iv. p. 317, oct. ed. 1814). 

That a drachma was equivalent to siz oboli (that is, an Hginean 
drachma to six A)ginzan oboli, and an Attic drachma to six Attic oboli) 
is so familiarly known, that I should almost have imagined the word 
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having personally bound himself by his manner of 
putting the question. But the answer impressed 
him both with astonishment and admiration ; for he 
had expected that Lysander would ask some favour 
or present for himself—judging him not only accord- 
ing to the analogy of most Persians, but also of 
Astyochus and the officers of the Peloponnesian 
armament at Milétus, whose corrupt subservience 
to Tissaphernés had probably been made known to 
him. From such corruption, as well as from the 
mean carelessness of ‘TTheramenés (the Spartan) re- 
specting the condition of the seamen’, Lysander’s 
conduct stood out in pointed and honourable con- 
trast. 

The incident here described not only procured for 
the seamen of the Peloponnesian fleet the daily pay 
of four oboli (instead of three) per man, but also en- 
sured to Lysander himself a degree of esteem and 
confidence from Cyrus which he knew well how to 
turn to account. I have already remarked?, in re- 
ference to Periklés and Nikias, that an established 
reputation for personal incorruptibility, rare as that 
quality was among Grecian leading politicians, was 
among the most precious items in the capital stock 
of an ambitious man—even if looked at only in re- 
gard to the durability of his own influence. If the 
proof of such disinterestedness was of so much value 
in the eyes of the Athenian people, yet more power- 
fully did it work upon the mind of Cyrus, With his 


eight (in the first sentence here cited) to be a misprint for siz—if the 
sentence cited next had not clearly demonstrated that Mr. Mitford 
really believed a drachma to be equal to eight oboli. It is certainly a 
mistake surprising to find. 

' Thucyd. viii. 29. 3. See the former volume vi. ch. li. p. 387, 
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Persian and princely ideas of winning adherents by 
munificence', a man who despised presents was a 
phenomenon commanding the higher sentiment of 
wonder and respect. From this time forward he 
not only trusted Lysander with implicit pecuniary 
confidence, but consulted him as to the prosecution 
of the war, and even condescended to second his 
personal ambition to the detriment of this object?. 
Returning from Sardis to Ephesus, after such un- 
exampled success in his interview with Cyrus, Ly- 
sander was enabled not only to make good to his fleet 
the full arrear actually due, but also to pay them for 
a monthin advance, at the increased rate of four oboli 
per man; and to promise that high rate for the future. 
Aspirit of the highest satisfaction and confidence was 
diffused through the armament. But the ships were 
in indifferent condition, having been hastily and 
parsimoniously got up since the late defeat at Ky- 
zikus. Accordingly Lysander employed his present 
affluence in putting them into better order, procuring 
more complete tackle, and inviting picked crews’. 
He took another step pregnant with important re- 
sults. Summoning to Ephesus a few of the most 
leading and active men from each of the Asiatic 
cities, he organized them into disciplined clubs or 
factions, in correspondence with himself. He in- 
stigated these clubs to the most vigorous prosecu- 
tion of the war against Athens, promising that as 
soon as that war should be concluded, they should 
be invested and maintained by Spartan influence in 


1 See the remarkable character of Cyrus the younger, given in the 
Anabasis of Xenophon, i i, 9, 22-28. . 

3 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 13; Plutarch, Lysand. ec. 4-9. 

δ Xcnoph. Hellen. i. δ, 10. 
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the government of their respective cities!. His newly 
established influence with Cyrus, and the abundant 
supplies of which he was now master, added double 
force to an invitation in itself but too seducing. 
And thus, while infusing increased ardour into the 
joint warlike efforts of these cities, he at the same 
time procured for himself an ubiquitous correspond- 
ence, such as no successor could manage—rendering 
the continuance of his owncommand almost essential 
to success. The fruits of his factious manceuvres 
will be seen in the subsequent Dekadarchies or oli- 
garchies of Ten, after the complete subjugation of 
Athens. 

While Lysander and Cyrus were thus restoring 


formidable efficacy to their side of the contest, Proceed 


(during the summer of 407 B.c.), the victorious exile 
Alkibiadés had accomplished the important and de- 
licate step of re-entering his native city for the first 
time. According to the accommodation with Phar- 
nabazus, concluded after the reduction of Chalké- 
don, the Athenian fleet was precluded from assailing 
his satrapy, and was thus forced to seek subsistence 
elsewhere. Byzantium and Selymbria, with con- 
tributions levied in Thrace, maintained them for the 
winter: in the spring (407 B.c.), Alkibiadés brought 
them again to Samos ; from whence he undertook 
an expedition against the coast of Karia, levying 
contributions to the extent of 100 talents. Thra- 
sybulus, with thirty triremes, went to attack Thrace, 
where he reduced Thasos, Abdéra, and all those 
towns which had revolted from Athens; Thasos 
being now in especial distress fron famine as well as 

1 Diodor. xiii. 70; Plutarch, Lysand. c. 5. 
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from past seditions. A valuable contribution for 
the support of the fleet was doubtless among the 
fruits of this success. Thrasyllus at the same time 
conducted another division of the army home to 
Athens, intended by Alkibiadés as precursors of his 
own return!. 

Before Thrasyllus arrived, the people had already 
manifested their favourable disposition towards Alki- 
biadés by choosing him anew general of the arma- 
ment, along with Thrasybulus and Konon. Alki- 
biadés was now tending homeward from Samos 
with twenty triremes, bringing with him all the con- 
tributions recently levied : he first stopped at Paros, 
then visited the coast of Laconia, and lastly looked 
into the harbour of Gytheion in Laconia, where he 
had learnt that thirty triremes were preparing. The 
news which he received of his re-election as general, 
strengthened by the pressing invitations and encou- 
ragements of his friends, as well as by the recall of 
his banished kinsmen—at length determined him 
tosail to Athens. He reached Peirzeus on a marked 
day—the festival of the Plyntéria on the 25th of the 
month Thargélion—(about the end of May 407 s.c.). 
This was a day of melancholy solemnity, accounted 
unpropitious for any action of importance. The 
statue of the goddess Athéné was stripped of all its 


,ornaments, covered up from every one’s gaze, and 


washed or cleansed under a mysterious ceremonial, 
by the holy gens called Praxiergide. The goddess 
thus seemed to turn away her face, and refuse to 


? Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 8-10; Diodor. xiii. 72. The chronology of 
Xenophon, though not so clear as we could wish, deserves unquestion- 
able preference over that of Diodorus. 
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behold the returning exile. Such at least was the 
construction of his enemies ; and as the subsequent 
turn of events tended to bear them out, it has been 
preserved ; while the more auspicious counter-inter- 
pretation, doubtless suggested by his friends, has 
been forgotten. 

The most extravagant representations, of the 
pomp and splendour of this return of Alkibiadés to 
Athens, were given by some authors of antiquity— 
especially by Duris of Samos, an author about two 
generations later. It was said that he brought 
with him 200 prow-ornaments belonging to captive 
enemies’ ships, or (according to some) even the 200 
captured ships themselves; that his trireme was 
ornamented with gilt and silvered shields, and sailed 
by purple sails; that Kallippidés, one of the most 
distinguished actors of the day, performed the func- 
tions of Keleustés, pronouncing the chant or word 
of command to the rowers ; that Chrysogonus, a 
flute-player who had gained the first prize at the 
Pythian games, was also on board, playing the air of 
return’. All these details, invented with melancholy 
facility to illustrate an ideal of ostentation and in- 
solence, are refuted by the more simple and credible 
narrative of Xenophon. The re-entry of Alkibiadés 
was not merely unostentatious, but even mistrustful 
and apprehensive. He had with him only twenty tri- 
remes ; and though encouraged, not merely by the 
assurances of his friends, but also by the news that 
he had just been re-elected general,—he was never- 
theless half-afraid to disembark, even at the instant 
when he made fast his ship to the quay in Peireus, 


' Diodor. xiii. 68; Plutarch, Alkib. ¢. 31; Athen. xii. p. 530, 
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A vast crowd had assembled there from the city 
and the port, animated by curiosity, interest, and 
other emotions of every kind, to see him arrive. 
But so little did he trust their sentiments that he 
hesitated at first to step on shore, and stood up on 
the deck looking about for his friends and kinsmen. 
Presently he saw Euryptolemus his cousin and 
others, by whom he was heartily welcomed, and in 
the midst of whom he landed. But they too were 
so apprehensive of his numerous enemies, that they 
formed themselves into a sort of body-guard to sur- 
round and protect him against any possible assault, 
during his march from Peirzus to Athens’. 

No protection, however, was required. Not 
merely did his enemies attempt no violence against 
him, but they said nothing in opposition when he 
made his defence before the Senate and the public 
assembly. Protesting before the one as well as the 
other, his innocence of the impiety laid to his charge, 
he denounced bitterly the injustice of his enemies, 
and gently, but pathetically, deplored the unkind- 
ness of the people. His friends all spoke warmly 
in the same strain. So strenuous, and so pro- 
nounced, was the sentiment in his favour, both of 
the Senate and of the public assembly, that no one 
dared to address them in the contrary sense*. The 
sentence of condemnation passed against him was 


* Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 18,19. ᾿Αλκιβιάδης δὲ, πρὸς τὴν γῆν ἑρμισθεὶς, 
> ld 4 9 9 a Φ ἢ > [4 3 A . 3 " ~ 
ἀπέβαινε μὲν οὐκ εὐθέως, φοβούμενος τοὺς ἐχθρούς" ἐπαναστὰς δὲ ἐπὶ τοῦ 

LJ a“ 
καταστρώματος, ἐσκόπει τοὺς αὐτοῦ ἐπιτηδείους, el παρείησαν. Κατιδὼν 
A - ‘ 
δὲ Εὐρνπτόλεμον τὸν Πεισιάνακτος, ἑαυτοῦ δὲ ἀνεψιὸν, καὶ τοὺς ἄλλους 
οἰκείους καὶ φίλους per’ αὐτῶν, τότε ἀποβὰς ἀναβαίνει ἐς τὴν πόλιν, μετὰ 
τῶν παρεσκενασμένων, εἴ τις ἅπτοιτο, μὴ ἐπιτρέπειν. 


* Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 20; Plutarch, Alkib. c. 33; Diodor. xiii. 69. 
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cancelled : the Eumolpide were directed to revoke 
the curse which they had pronounced upon his head: 
the record of the sentence was destroyed, and the 
plate of lead, upon which the curse was engraven, 
thrown into the sea: his confiscated property was 
restored: lastly, he was proclaimed general with full 
powers, and allowed to prepare an expedition of 100 
triremes, 1500 hoplites from the regular muster-roll, 
and 150 horsemen. All this passed, by unopposed 
vote, amidst silence on the part of enemies and accla- 
mations from friends—amidst unmeasured promises 
of future achievement from himself, and confident 
assurances, impressed bv his friends on willing 
hearers, that Alkibiadés was the only man compe- 
tent to restore the empire and grandeur of Athens. 
The general expectation, which he and his friends 
took every possible pains to excite, was, that his vic- 
torious career of the last three years was a prepara- 
tion for yet greater triumphs during the next. 

We may be satisfied, when we advert to the ap- 
prehensions of Alkibiadés on entering the Peirzus, 
and to the body-guard organized by his friends, 
that this overwhelming and uncontradicted triumph 
greatly surpassed the anticipations of both. It in- 
toxicated him, and led him to make light of enemies 
whom only just before he had so much dreaded. 
This mistake, together with the carelessness and in- 
solence arising out of what seemed to be an un- 
bounded ascendency, proved the cause of his future 
ruin. But the truth is, that these enemies, however 
they might remain silent, had not ceased to be for- 
midable. Alkibiadés had now been eight years in 
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exile, from about August 415 B.c. to May 407 B.c. 
Now absence was in many ways a good thing for his 
reputation—since his overbearing private demean- 
our had been kept out of sight, and his impieties par- 
tially forgotten. There was even a disposition among 
the majority to accept his own explicit denial of the 
fact laid to his charge—and to dwell chiefly upon 
the unworthy manceuvres of his enemies in resisting 
his demand for instant trial immediately after the 
accusation was broached, in order that they might 
calumniate him during his absence. He was charac- 
terized as a patriot animated by the noblest motives, 
who had brought both first-rate endowments and 
large private wealth to the service of the common- 
wealth, but had been ruined by a conspiracy of 
corrupt and worthless speakers, every way inferior 
to him; men, whose only chance of success with 
the people arose from expelling those who were 
better than themselves, while he (Alkibiadés), far 
from having any interest adverse to the democracy, 
was the natural and worthy favourite of a demo- 
cratical people’. So far as the old causes of un- 
popularity were concerned, therefore, time and ab- 
sence had done much to weaken their effect, and to 
assist his friends in countervailing them by pointing 
to the treacherous political manceuvres employed 
against him. 

But if the old causes of unpopularity had thus, 
comparatively speaking, passed out of sight, others 
had since arisen, of a graver and more ineffaceable 
character. His vindictive hostility to his country 

' Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 14-16. 
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had been not merely ostentatiously proclaimed, but 
actively manifested, by stabs but too effectively 
aimed at her vitals. The sending of Gylippus to 
Syracuse—the fortification of Dekeleia—the revolts 
of Chios and Milétus—the first origination of the 
conspiracy of the Four Hundred—had all been em- 
phatically the measures of Alkibiadés. Even for 
these, the enthusiasm of the moment attempted some 
excuse: it was affirmed that he had never ceased 
to love his country, in spite of her wrongs towards 
him, and that he had been compelled by the neces- 
sities of exile to serve men whom he detested, at the 
daily risk of his life’. But such pretences could 
not really impose upon any one. The treason of 
Alkibiadés during the period of his exile remained 
indefensible as well as undeniable, and would have 
been more than sufficient as a theme for his enemies, 
had their tongues been free. But his position was 
one altogether singular: having first inflicted on his 
country immense mischief, he had since rendered 
her valuable service, and promised to render still 
more. It is true, that the subsequent service was 
by no means adequate to the previous mischief: nor 
had it indeed been rendered exclusively by him, 
since the victories of Abydos and Kyzikus belong 
not less to Theramenés and Thrasybulus than to Al- 
kibiadés?: moreover, the peculiar present or capital 
which he had promised to bring with him— Persian 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 15. 

3 This point is justly touched upon, more than once, by Cornelius 
Nepos—Vit. Alcibiad. c. 6—‘‘ quanquam Theramenés et Thrasybulus 
eisdem rebus preefuerant.” And again in the life of Thrasybulus (c. 1) 
‘* Primum Peloponnesiaco bello multa hic (Thrasybulus) sine Alcibiade 
gessit ; ille nullam rem sine hoc.” 
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alliance and pay to Athens—had proved a complete 
delusion. Still the Athenian arms had been emi- 
nently successful since his junction, and we may 
see that not merely common report, but even good 
judges such as Thucydidés, ascribed this result to 
his superior energy and management. 

Without touching upon these particulars, it is 
impossible fully to comprehend the very peculiar 
position of this returning exile before the Athenian 
people in the summer of 407 8.c. The more distant 
past exhibited him as among the worst of criminals, 
the recent past, as a valuable servant and patriot— 
the future promised continuance in this last cha- 
racter, so far as there were any positive indications 
to judge by. Now this was a case in which dis- 
cussion and recrimination could not possibly answer 
any useful purpose. There was every reason for 
re-appointing Alkibiadés to his command ; but this 
could only be done under prohibition of censure on 
his past crimes, and provisional acceptance of his 
subsequent good deeds as justifying the hope of yet 
better deeds to come. The popular instinct felt 
this situation perfectly, and imposed absolute silence 
on his enemies’. We are not to infer from hence 
that the people had forgotten the past deeds of Al- 
kibiadés, or that they entertained for him nothing 
but unqualified confidence and admiration. In their 
present very justifiable sentiment of hopefulness, 
they determined that he should have full scope for 
prosecuting his new and better career, if he chose ; 


Δ Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 20. λεχθέντων δὲ καὶ ἄλλων τοιούτων, καὶ 
οὐδενὸς ἀντειπόντος, διὰ τὸ μὴ ἀνασχέσθαι ἂν τὴν ἐκκλη- 
σίαν, &e. 
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and that his enemies should be precluded from re- 
viving the mention of an irreparable past, so as to 
shut the door against him. But what was thus 
interdicted to men’s lips as unseasonable, was not 
effaced from their recollections ; nor were the ene- 
mies, though silenced for the moment, rendered 
powerless for the future. All this train of combus- 
tible matter lay quiescent, ready to be fired by any 
future misconduct or negligence, perhaps even by 
blameless ill-success, on the part of Alkibiadés. 

At a juncture when so much depended upon his 
future behaviour, he showed (as we shall see pre- 
sently) that he completely misinterpreted the temper 
of the people. Intoxicated by the unexpected tri- 
umph of his reception— according to that fatal sus- 
ceptibility socommon among distinguished Greeks— 
he forgot his own past history, and fancied that the 
people had forgotten and forgiven it also; constru- 
ing their studied and well-advised silence into a 
proof of oblivion. He conceived himself in assured 
possession of public confidence, and looked upon 
his numerous enemies as if they no longer existed, 
because they were not allowed to speak at a most 
unseasonable hour. Without doubt, his exultation 
was shared by his friends, and this sense of false 
security proved his future ruin. 

Two colleagues, recommended by Alkibiadés him- 
self—Adeimantus and Aristokratés—were named 
by the people as generals of the hoplites to go out 
with him, in case of operations ashore’. In less than 


? Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 2]. Both Diodorus (xiii. 69) and Cornelius 
Nepos (Vit. Alcib. c. 7) state Thrasybulus and Adcimantus as his col- 
leagues: both state also that his colleagues were chosen on his recom- 
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three months, his armament was ready; but he 
designedly deferred his departure until that day of 
the month Boedromion (about the beginning of 
September) when the Eleusinian mysteries were 
celebrated, and when the solemn processional march 
of the crowd of communicants was wont to take 
place, along the Sacred Way from Athens to Eleu- 
sis. For seven successive years, ever since the 
establishment of Agis at Dekeleia, this march had 
been of necessity discontinued, and the procession 
had been transported by sea, to the omission of 
many of the ceremonial details. Alkibiadés on this 
occasion caused the land-march to be renewed, in 
full pomp and solemnity ; assembling all his troops 
in arms to protect, in case any attack should be 
made from Dekeleia. No such attack was hazarded ; 
so that he had the satisfaction of reviving the full 
regularity of this illustrious scene, and escorting 
the numerous communicants out and home, without 
the smallest interruption ;—an exploit gratifying to 
the religious feelings of the people, and imparting 
an acceptable sense of undiminished Athenian power; 
while in reference to his own reputation, it was 
especially politic, as serving to make his peace with 
the Eumolpidz and the Two Goddesses, on whose 
account he had been condemned!. 

Immediately after the mysteries, he departed with 
his armament. It appears that Agis at Dekeleia, 
though he had not chosen to come out and attack 


mendation. I follow Xenophon as to the names, and also as to the fact, 
that they were named as κατὰ γῆν στρατηγοί. 

1 Xenoph. Hellen. 1. 4, 20; Plutarch, Alkib. c. 34. Neither Diodo- 
rus nor Cornelius Nepos mentions this remarkable incident about the 
escort of the Eleusinian procession. 
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Alkibiadés when posted to guard the Eleusinian 
procession, had nevertheless felt humiliated by the 
defiance offered tohim. He shortly afterwards took 
advantage of the departure of this large force, to 
summon reinforcements from Peloponnesus and 
Boeotia, and attempt to surprise the walls of Athens 
on a dark night. If he expected any connivance 
within, the plot miscarried : alarm was given in 
time, and the eldest and youngest hoplites were 
found at their posts to defend the walls. The as- 
sailants—said to have amounted to 28,000 men, of 
whom half were hoplites, with 1200 cavalry, 900 
of them Boeotians—were seen on the ensuing day 
close under the walls of the city, which were amply 
manned with the full remaining strength of Athens. 
In an obstinate cavalry battle which ensued, the 
Athenians gained the advantage even over the Beeo- 
tians. Agis encamped the next night in the garden 
of Akadémus ; again on the morrow he drew up 
his troops and offered battle to the Athenians, who 
are affirmed to have gone forth in order of battle, 
but to have kept under the protection of the mis- 
siles from the walls, so that Agis did not dare to 
attack them'. We may well doubt whether the 
Athenians went out at all, since they had been for 
years accustomed to regard themselves as inferior 
to the Peloponnesians in the field. Agis now with- 
drew, satisfied apparently with having offered battle, 
ΒΟ as to efface the affront which he had received 
from the march of the Eleusinian communicants in 
defiance of his neighbourhood. 

The first exploit of Alkibiadés was to proceed to 

1 Diodor. xiii. 72, 73. 
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Andros, now under a Lacedemonian harmost and 
garrison. Landing on the island, he plundered 
the fields, defeated both the native troops and the 
Lacedzmonians, and forced them to shut them- 
selves up within the town; which he besieged for 
some days without avail, and then proceeded on- 
ward to Samos, leaving Konon in a fortified post, 
with twenty ships, to prosecute the siege’. At Sa- 
mos he first ascertained the state of the Pelopon- 
nesian fleet at Ephesus—the influence acquired by 
Lysander overCyrus—the strong anti-Athenian dis- 
positions of the young prince—and the ample rate of 
pay, put down even in advance, of which the Pelo- 
ponnesian seamen were now in actual receipt. He 
now first became convinced of the failure of those 
hopes which he had conceived, not without good 
reason, in the preceding year—and of which he had 
doubtless boasted at Athens—that the alliance of 
Persia might be neutralized at least, if not won over, 
through the envoys escorted to Susa by Pharna- 
bazus. It was in vain that he prevailed upon Tis- 
saphernés to mediate with Cyrus, to introduce to 
him some Athenian envoys, and to inculcate upon 
him his own views of the true interests of Persia— 
that is, that the war should be fed and protracted so 
as to wear out both the Grecian belligerent parties, 
each by means of the other. Such a policy, uncon- 
genial at all times to the vehement temper of Cyrus, 
had become yet more repugnant to him since his 
intercourse with Lysander. He would not consent 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4,22—i. 5,18; Plutarch, Alkib. c. 35; Diodor. 
xii. 69. The latter says that Thrasybulus was left at Andros—which 
cannot be true. 
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even to see the envoys, nor was he probably dis- 
pleased to put a slight upon a neighbour and 
rival satrap. Deep was the despondency among 
the Athenians at Samos, when painfully convinced 
that all hopes from Persia must be abandoned for 
themselves ; and farther, that Persian pay was both 
more ample and better assured, to their enemies, 
than ever it had been before’. 

Lysander had at Ephesus a fleet of ninety triremes, 
which he employed himself in repairing and aug- 
menting, being still inferior in number to the Athe- 
nians. In vain did Alkibiadés attempt to provoke 
him out to a general action. This was much to the 
interest of the Athenians, apart from their superiority 
of number, since they were badly provided with 
money, and obliged to levy contributions wherever 
they could: but Lysander was resolved not to fight 
unless he could do so with advantage, and Cyrus, 
not afraid of sustaining the protracted expense of 
the war, had even enjoined upon him this cautious 
policy, with additional hopes of a Phenician fleet to 
his aid,—which in his mouth was not intended to 
delude, as it had been by Tissaphernés*. Unable 
to bring about a general battle, and having no im- 
mediate or capital enterprise to constrain his atten- 
tion, Alkibiadés became careless, and abandoned 
himself partly to the love of pleasure, partly to reck- 
less predatory enterprises for the purpose of getting 
money to pay his army. Thrasybulus had come 

? Xenophon, Hellen. i. 5,9; Plutarch, Lysand.c.4. The latter tells 
us that the Athenian ships were presently emptied by the desertion of 
the seamen : a careless exaggeration. 


2 Plutarch, Lysand.c.9. I venture to antedate the statements which 
he there makes, as to the encouragements from Cyrus to Lysander. 
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from his post on the Hellespont and was now en- 
gaged in fortifying Phokza, probably for the pur. 
pose of establishing a post to be enabled to pillage 
the interior. Here he was joined by Alkibiadés, 
who sailed across with a squadron, leaving his main 
fleet at Samos. He left it under the command of 
his favourite pilot Antiochus, but with express orders 
on no account to fight until his return. 

While employed in this visit to Phokea and 
Klazomene, Alkibiadés, perhaps hard-pressed for 
money, conceived the unwarrantable project of en- 
riching his men by the plunder of the neighbouring 
territory of Kymé, an allied dependency of Athens. 
Landing on this territory unexpectedly, after fabri- 
cating some frivolous calumnies against the Ky- 
means, he at first seized much property and a con- 
siderable number of prisoners. But the inhabitants 
assembled in arms, bravely defended their posses- 
sions, and repelled his men to their ships ; recover- 
ing the plundered property, and lodging it in safety 
within their walls. Stung with this miscarriage, 
Alkibiadés sent for a reinforcement of hoplites from 
Mityléné, and marched up to the walls of Kymé, 
where he in vain challenged the citizens to come 
forth and fight. He then ravaged the territory at 
pleasure: nor had the Kymeans any other resource, 
except to send envoys to Athens, to complain of so 
gross an outrage inflicted by the Athenian general 
upon an unoffending Athenian dependency’. 

1 Diodor. xiii. 73. 1 follow Diodorus in respect to this story about 
Kymé, which he probably copied from the Kymzan historian Ephorus. 
Cornelius Nepos (Alcib. c. 7) briefly glances at it. 


Xenophon (Hellen. i. 5, 11) as well as Plutarch (Lysand. c. 5) men- 
tion the visit of Alkibiadés to Thrasybulus at Phokea. They do not 
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This was a grave charge, nor was it the only 
charge which Alkibiadés had to meet at Athens. 
During his absence at Phokzea and Kymé, Antio- 
chus the pilot, whom he had left in command, dis- 
obeying the express order pronounced against fight- 
ing a battle, first sailed across from Samos to No- 
tium, the harbour of Kolophon—and from thence 
to the mouth of the harbour of Ephesus, where the 
Peloponnesian fleet lay. Entering that harbour with 
his own ship and another, he passed close in front 
of the prows of the Peloponnesian triremes, insulting 
them scornfully and defying them to combat. Ly- 
sander detached some ships to pursue him, and an 
action gradually ensued, which was exactly that 
which Antiochus desired. But the Athenian ships 
were all in disorder, and came into battle as each of 
them separately could; while the Peloponnesian fleet 
was well-marshaled and kept in hand; so that the 
battle was all to the advantage of the latter. The 
Athenians, compelled to take flight, were pursued 
to Notium—losing fifteen triremes, several along 
with their full crews. Antiochus himself was slain. 
Before retiring to Ephesus, Lysander had the satis- 
faction of erecting his trophy on the shore of No- 
tium ; while the Athenian fleet was carried back to 
its station at Samos . 

It was in vain that Alkibiadés, hastening back to 
Samos, mustered the entire Athenian fleet, sailed 


name Kymé, however: according to them, the visit to Phokea has no 
assignable purpose or consequences. But the plunder of Kymé is a 
circumstance both sufficiently probable in itself, and suitable to the 


occasion. 
1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 5, 12-15; Diodor. xiii. 71; Plutarch, Alkib. 


ce. 35; Plutarch, Lysand. c. 5. 
VOL. VIII. . P 
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to the mouth of the harbour of Ephesus, and there 
ranged his ships in battle order, challenging the 
enemy to come forth. Lysander would give him 
no opportunity of wiping off the late dishonour. 
And as an additional mortification to Athens, the 
Lacedemonians shortly afterwards captured both 
Teos and Delphinium ; the latter being a fortified 
post which the Athenians had held for the last three 
years in the island of Chios’. 

Even before the battle of Notium, it appears that 
complaints and dissatisfaction had been growing up 
in the armament against Alkibiadés. He had gone 
out with a splendid force, not inferior, in number 
of triremes and hoplites, to that which he had con- 


_ ducted against Sicily—and under large promises, 


both from himself and his friends, of achievements 
to come. Yet in a space of time which can hardly 
have been less than three months, not a single suc- 
cess had been accomplished; while, on the other 
side, there was to be reckoned, the disappointment 
on the score of Persia—which had great effect on 
the temper of the armament, and which, though not 
his fault, was contrary to expectations which he had 
held out—the disgraceful plunder of Kymé—and 
the defeat at Notium. It was true that Alkibiadés 
had given peremptory orders to Antiochus not to 
fight, and that the battle had been hazarded in 
flagrant disobedience to his injunctions. But this 
circumstance only raised new matter for dissatis- 

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 5,15; Diodor. xiii. 76. 

I copy Diodorus, in putting Teos, pursuant to Weiske’s note, in place 
of Eion, which appears in Xenophon. I copy the latter, however, in 


ascribing these captures to the year of Lysander, instead of to the year 
of Kallikratidas. 
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faction, of a graver character. If Antiochus had 
been disobedient—if besides disobedience, he had 
displayed a childish vanity and an utter neglect of 
all military precautions—who was it that had chosen 
him for deputy; and that too against all Athenian 
precedent, putting the pilot, a paid officer of the ship, 
over the heads of the trierarchs who paid their pilots, 
and served at their own cost? It was Alkibiadés 
who placed Antiochus in this grave and responsible 
situation—a personal favourite, an excellent con- 
vivial companion, but destitute of all qualities be- 
fitting a commander. And this turned attention 
op another point of the character of Alkibiadés— 
his habits of excessive self-indulgence and dissipa- 
tion. The loud murmurs of the camp charged him 
with neglecting the interests of the service for en- 
joyments with jovial parties and Ionian women, and 
with admitting to his confidence those who best con- 
tributed to the amusement of these chosen hours’. 
It was in the camp at Samos that this general 
indignation against Alkibiadés first arose, and was 
from thence transmitted formally to Atbens, by the 
mouth of Thrasybulus son of Thrason*—not the 
eminent Thrasybulus (son of Lykus) who has been 
already often spoken of in this history, and will be 
so again. There came at the same time to Athens 
the complaints from Kymé, against the unprovoked 
aggression and plunder of that place by Alkibiadés ; 


1 Plutarch, Alkib. c. 36. He recounts, in the tenth chapter of the 
same biography, an anecdote describing the manner in which Antiochus 
first won the favour of Alkibiadés, then a young man; by catching a 
tame quail, which had escaped from his bosom. 

2 A person named Thrason is mentioned in the Choiseul Inscription 
(No. 147, p. 221, 222 of the Corp. Inscr. of Boeckh) as one of the 
Hellenotamise in the year 410 .c. He is described by his Deme as 
Butades; he is probably enough the father of this Thrasybulus. 
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and seemingly complaints from other places be- 
sides'. It was even urged as accusation against 
him, that he was in guilty collusion to betray the 
fleet to Pharnabazus and the Lacedzmonians, and 
that he had already provided three strong forts in 
the Chersonese to retire to, so soon as this scheme 
should be ripe for execution. 

Such grave and wide-spread accusations, coupled 
with the disaster at Notium, and the complete dis- 
appointment of all the promises of success—were 
more than sufficient to alter the sentiments of the 
people of Athens towards Alkibiadés. He had no 
character to fall back upon; or rather, he had a 
character worse than none—such as to render the 
most criminal imputations of treason not intrinsic- 
ally improbable. The comments of his enemies, 
which had been forcibly excluded from public dis- 
cussion during his summer visit to Athens, were 
now again set free ; and all the adverse recollections 
of his past life doubtless revived. The people had 
refused to listen to these, in order that he might 
have a fair trial, and might verify the title, claimed 
for him by his friends, to be judged only by his 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. δ, 16-17. ᾿Αλκιβιάδης μὲν οὖν, πονηρῶς καὶ ἐν 
τῇ στρατιᾷ φερόμενος, ἄς. Diodor. xiii. 73. ἐγένοντο δὲ καὶ ἄλλαι 
«᾿ολλαὶ διαβολαὶ κατ᾽ αὐτοῦ, &e. 

Plutarch, Alkib. c. 36. 

One of the remaining speeches of Lysias (Orat. xxi. ᾿Απολογία Awpo- 
8oxlas) is delivered by the trierarch in this fleet, on board of whose 
ship Alkibiadés himself chose to sail. This trierarch complains of 
Alkibiadés as having been a most uncomfortable and troublesome com- 
panion (sect.7). His testimony on the point is valuable ; for there seems 
no disposition here to make out any case against Alkibiadés. The 
trierarch notices the fact, that Alkibiadés preferred his trireme, simply 
as a proof that it was the best equipped, or among the best equipped, 
of the whole fleet. Archestratus and Erasinidés preferred it after- 
wards, for the same reason. 
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subsequent exploits, achieved since the year 411 
B.c. He had now had his trial; he had been found 
wanting ; and the popular confidence, which had 
been provisionally granted to him, was accordingly 
withdrawn. 

It is not just to represent the Athenian people 
(however Plutarch and Cornelius Nepos may set 
before us this picture) as having indulged an extra- 
vagant and unmeasured confidence in Alkibiadés in 
the month of July, demanding of him more than 
man could perform—and as afterwards in the month 
of December passing, with childish abruptness, from 
confidence into wrathful displeasure, because their 
own impossible expectations were not already re- 
alized. That the people entertained large expecta- 
tions, from so very considerable an armament, can- 
not be doubted: the largest of all, probably (as in 
the instance of the Sicilian expedition), were those 
entertained by Alkibiadés himself, and promulgated 
by his friends. But we are not called upon to de- 
termine what the people would have done, had Al- 
kibiadés, after performing all the duties of a faithful, 
skilful, and enterprising commander, nevertheless 
failed, from obstacles beyond his own control, in 
realizing their hopes and his own promises. No 
such case occurred: that which did occur was ma- 
terially different. Besides the absence of grand 
successes, he had farther been negligent and reck- 
less in his primary duties—he had exposed the 
Athenian arms to defeat, by his disgraceful selec- 
tion of an unworthy lieutenant'—he had violated 
the territory and property of an allied dependency, 


3 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 5, 16. Ol ᾿Αθηναῖοι, ὡς ἠγγέλθη ἡ ναυμαχία, 
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at a moment when Athens had a paramount interest 
in cultivating by every means the attachment of 
her remaining allies. The truth is, as I have before 
remarked, that he had really been spoiled by the 
intoxicating reception given to him so unexpectedly 
in the city. He had mistaken a hopeful public, 
determined, even by forced silence as to the past, 
to give him the full benefit of a meritorious future, 
but requiring as condition from him that that future 
should really be meritorious—for a public of assured 
admirers, whose favour he had already earned and 
might consider as his own. He became an altered 
man after that visit, like Miltiadés after the battle 
of Marathon ; or rather, the impulses of a character 
essentially dissolute and insolent, broke loose from 
that restraint under which they had before been 
partially controlled. At the time of the battle of 
Kyzikus—when Alkibiadés was labouring to regain 
the favour of his injured countrymen and was yet 
uncertain whether he should succeed—he would not 
have committed the fault of quitting his fleet and 
leaving it under the command of a lieutenant like 


-~ 


χαλεπῶς εἶχον τῷ ᾿Αλκιβιάδῃ, οἰόμενοι δὲ ἀμέλειάν re καὶ ἀκράτειαν 
ἀπολωλεκέναι τὰς ναῦς. 

The expression which Thucydidés employs in reference to Alkibiadés 
requires a few words of comment: (vi. ]5)—xal δημοσίᾳ κράτιστα 
διαθέντα τὰ τοῦ πολέμου, ἰδία ἕκαστοι τοῖς ἐπιτηδεύμασιν αὐτοῦ 
ἀχθεσθέντες, καὶ ἄλλοις ἐπιτρέψαντες (the Athenians), οὐ διὰ μακροῦ 
ἔσφηλαν τὴν πόλιν. 

The “ strenuous and effective prosecution of warlike business ”’ here 
ascribed to Alkibiadés, is true of all the period between his exile and 
his last visit to Athens (about September s.c. 415 to September B.c. 
407). During the first four years of that time, he was very effective 
against Athens; during the last four, very effective in her service. 

But the assertion is certainly not true of his last command, which 
ended with the battle of Notium; nor is it more than partially true (at 
least, it is an exaggeration of the truth) for the period before his exile. 
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Antiochus. If therefore Athenian sentiment towards 
Alkibiadés underwent an entire change during the 
autumn of 407 8.c., this was in consequence of an 
alteration in Azs character and behaviour ; an alter- 
ation for the worse, just at the crisis when every- 
thing turned upon his good conduct, and upon his 
deserving at least, if he could not command success. 

We may indeed observe that the faults of Nikias 
before Syracuse and in reference to the coming of 
Gylippus, were far graver and more mischievous 
than those of Alkibiadés during this turning-season 
of his career—and the disappointment of antecedent 
hopes at least equal. Yet while these faults and disap- 
pointment brought about the dismissal and disgrace 
of Alkibiadés, they did not induce the Athenians to 
dismiss Nikias, though himself desiring it,—nor 
even prevent them from sending him a second 
armament to be ruined along with the first. The 
contrast is most instructive, as demonstrating upon 
what points durable esteem in Athens turned ; how 
long the most melancholy public incompetency could 
remain overlooked, when covered by piety, decorum, 
good intentions, and high station! ; how short-lived 
was the ascendency of a man far superior in ability 
and energy, besides an equal station—when his mo- 
ral qualities and antecedent life were such as to pro- 
voke fear and hatred in many, esteem from none. 


1 To meet the case of Nikias, it would be necessary to take the con- 
verse of the judgment of Thucydidés respecting Alkibiadés, cited in my 
last note, and to say—xai δημοσίᾳ κάκιστα διαθέντα τὰ τοῦ πολέμου, 
ἰδίᾳ ἕκαστοι τὰ ἐπιτηδεύματα αὐτοῦ ἀγασθέντες, καὶ αὐτῷ ἐπι- 
τρέψαντες, οὐ διὰ μακροῦ ἔσφηλαν τὴν πόλιν. 

The reader will of course understand that these last Greek words are 
not an actual citation, but a transformation of the actual words of Thu- 
ceydidés, for the purpose of illustrating the contrast between Alkibiadés 
and Nikias. 
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Yet on the whole, Nikias, looking at him as a public 
servant, was far more destructive to his country 
than Alkibiadés. The mischief done to Athens by 
the latter was done in the avowed service of her 
enemies. 

On hearing the news of the defeat of Notium and 
the accumulated complaints against Alkibiadés, the 
Athenians simply voted that he should be dismissed 
from his command ; naming ten new generals to 
replace him. He was not brought to trial, nor do 
we know whether any such step was proposed. Yet 
his proceedings at Kymé, if they happened as we 
read them, richly deserved judicial animadversion ; 
and the people, had they so dealt with him, would 
only have acted up to the estimable function 
ascribed to them by the oligarchical Phrynichus— 
‘‘of serving as refuge to their depehdent allies, and 
chastising the high-handed oppressions of the opti- 
mates against them!'.”’ In the perilous position of 
Athens, however, with reference to the foreign war, 
such a political trial would have been productive of 
much dissension and mischief. And Alkibiadés 
avoided the question by not coming to Athens. As 
soon as he heard of his dismissal, he retired imme- 
diately from the army to his own fortified posts on 
the Chersonese. 

The ten new generals named were, Konon, Dio- 
medon, Leon, Periklés, Erasinidés, Aristokratés, Ar- 
chestratus, Protomachus, Thrasyllus, Aristogenés. 
Of these, Konon was directed to proceed forthwith 
from Andros, with the twenty ships which he had 


1 Thucyd. viii. 48. τὸν δὲ δῆμον, σφῶν τε (of the allied dependencies) 
καταφυγὴν, καὶ ἐκείνων (ἑ. 6. of the high persons called καλοκἀγαθοὶ or 
optimates) σωφρονιστήν. 
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there, to receive the fleet from Alkibiadés ; while 
Phanosthenés proceeded with four triremes to re- 
place Konon at Andros’. 

In his way thither, Phanosthenés fell in with 
Dorieus the Rhodian and two Thurian triremes, 
which he captured with every man aboard. The 
captives were sent to Athens, where all were placed 
in custody (in case of future exchange) except Do- 
rieus himself. The latter had been condemned to 
death and banished from his native city of Rhodes, 
together with his kindred—probably on the score 
of political disaffection, at the time when Rhodes 
was a member of the Athenian alliance. Having 
since then become a citizen of Thurii, he had 
served with distinction in the fleet of Mindarus 
both at Milétus and the Hellespont. The Athenians 
now had so much compassion upon him, that they 
released him at once and unconditionally, without 
even demanding a ransom or an equivalent. By 
what particular circumstance their compassion was 
determined, forming a pleasing exception to the 
melancholy habits which pervaded Grecian warfare 
in both belligerents—we should never have learnt 
from the meagre narrative of Xenophon. But we 
ascertain from other sources, that Dorieus (the son 
of Diagoras of Rhodes) was illustrious beyond all 
other Greeks for his victories in the pankration at 
the Olympic, Isthmian, and Nemean festivals—that 
he had gained the first prize at three Olympic festi- 
vals in succession (of which Olympiad 88 or 428 B.c. 
was the second), a distinction altogether without 
precedent, besides 8 Isthmian and 7 Nemean prizes 
—that his father Diagoras, his brothers, and his 

ὁ Xenoph. Hellen. i. 5, 18; Diodor. xiii, 74. 
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cousins were all celebrated as successful athletes— 
lastly, that the family were illustrious from old date 
in their native island of Rhodes, and were even 
descended from the Messenian hero Aristomenés. 
When the Athenians saw before them as their pri- 
soner a man doubtless of magnificent stature and 
presence (as we may conclude from his athletic suc- 
cess), and surrounded by such a halo of glory im- 
pressive in the highest degree to Grecian imagina- 
tion—the feelings and usages of war were at once 
overruled. Though Dorieus had been one of their 
most vehement enemies, they could not bear either 
to touch his person, or to exact from him any con- 
dition. Released by them on this occasion, he lived 
to be put to death, about thirteen years afterwards, 
by the Lacedzmonians'’. 

When Konon reached Samos to take the com- 
mand, he found the armament in a state of great 
despondency ; not merely from the dishonourable 
affair of Notium, but also from disappointed hopes 
connected with Alkibiadés, and from difficulties in 
procuring regular pay. So painfully was the last 
inconvenience felt, that the first measure of Konon 
was to contract the numbers of the armament from 
above 100 triremes to 70; and to reserve for the 
diminished fleet all the ablest seamen of the larger. 
With this fleet, he and his colleagues roved about 
the enemies’ coasts to collect plunder and pay®. 

Apparently about the same time that Konon su- 
perseded Alkibiadés (that is, about December 407 
B.c. or January 406 B.c.), the year of Lysander’s 
command expired, and Kallikratidas arrived from 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. δ, 19; Pausan. vi. 7, 2. 
3 Xenoph. Hellen. i. δ, 20; compare i. 6, 16; Diodor. xiii. 77. 
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Sparta to replace him. His arrival was received 
with undisguised dissatisfaction by the leading La- 
cedemonians in the armament, by the chiefs in the 
Asiatic cities, and by Cyrus. Now was felt the full 
influence of those factious correspondences and in- 
trigues which Lysander had established with all of 
them, for indirectly working out the perpetuity of 
his own command. While loud complaints were 
heard of the impolicy of Sparta in annually changing 
her admiral—both Cyrus and the rest concurred 
with Lysander in throwing difficulties in the way 
of the new successor. 

Kallikratidas, unfortunately only shown by the 
Fates' and not suffered to continue in the Grecian 
world, was one of the noblest characters of his age. 
Besides perfect courage, energy, and incorrupti- 
bility, he was distinguished for two qualities, both 
of them very rare among eminent Greeks; entire 
straightforwardness of dealing—and a Pan-hellenic 
patriotism alike comprehensive, exalted, and mer- 
οἶα]. Lysander handed over to him nothing but 
an empty purse; having repaid to Cyrus all the 
money remaining in his possession, under pretence 
that it had been confided to himself personally*. 


1 Virgil, Eneid, vi. 870. 

Ostendent terris hunc tantum fata, neque ultra 
Ease sinent. 

? How completely this repayment was a manceuvre for the purpose 
of crippling his successor—and not an act of genuine and conscientious 
obligation to Cyrus, as Mr. Mitford represents it—we may see by the 
conduct of Lysander at the close of the war. He then carried away 
with him to Sparta all the residue of the tributes from Cyrus which he 
had in his possession, instead of giving them back to Cyrus (Xenoph. 
Hellen. ii. 3, 8). The obligation to give them back to Cyrus was 
greater at the end of the war than it was at the time when Kallikra- 
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Moreover, on delivering up the fleet to Kallikratidas 
at Ephesus, he made boast of delivering to him at 
the same time the mastery of the sea, through the 
victory recently gained at Notium. ‘‘ Conduct the 
fleet from Ephesus along the coast of Samos, passing 
by the Athenian station (replied Kallikratidas), and 
give it up to me at Milétus: I shall then believe in 
your mastery of the sea.”’ Lysander had nothing 
else to say, except that he should give himself no 
farther trouble, now that his command had been 
transferred to another. . 
Murmurs Kallikratidas soon found that the leading Lace- 
mainat dzemonians in the fleet, gained over to the interests 
Kallikra- of his predecessor, openly murmured at his arrival, 
energy and and secretly obstructed all his measures; upon 
wherebyhe Which he summoned them together, and said: “1 
them. Ι͂ῸΓ my part am quite content to remain at home; 
and if Lysander or any one else pretends to be a 
better admiral than I am, I have nothing to say 
against it. But sent here as I am by the authorities 
at Sparta to command the fleet, I have no choice 
except to execute their orders in the best way that I 
can. You now know how far my ambition reaches’; 
you know also the murmurs which are abroad against 
our common city (for her frequent change of admi- 
rals). Look to it, and give me your opinion—Shall 
I stay where 1 am—or shall I go home, and com- 
municate what has happened here? ” 
This remonstrance, alike pointed and dignified, 
tidas came out, and when war was still going on; for the war was a 
joint business, which the Persians and the Spartans had sworn to pro- 
secute by common efforts. 
3 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, δ. ὑμεῖς δὲ, πρὸς ἃ ἐγώ re φιλοτιμοῦμαι, καὶ ἡ 
πόλις ἡμῶν αἰτιάζεταε (ἴστε γὰρ αὐτὰ, ὥσπερ καὶ ἐγὼ) ξυμβουλεύετε, &c. 
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produced its full effect. Every one replied, that it 
was his duty to stay and undertake the command. 
The murmurs and cabals were from that moment 
discontinued. 

His next embarrassments arose from the man- 
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ceuvre of Lysander in paying back to Cyrus all the jn regard to 


funds from whence the continuous pay of the army τὰ 


was derived. Of course this step was admirably 
calculated to make every one regret the alteration 
of command. Kallikratidas, who had been sent out 
without funds, in full reliance on the unexhausted 
supply from Sardis, now found himself compelled 
to go thither in person and solicit a renewal of the 
bounty. But Cyrus, eager to manifest in every 
way his partiality for the last admiral, deferred re- 
ceiving him,—first for two days, then for a farther 
interval, until the patience of Kallikratidas was 
wearied out, so that he left Sardis in disgust with- 
out an interview. So intolerable to his feelings 
was the humiliation of thus begging at the palace 
gates, that he bitterly deplored those miserable 
dissensions among the Greeks which constrained 
both parties to truckle to the foreigner for money ; 
swearing that if he survived the year’s campaign, 
he would use every possible effort to bring about 
an accommodation between Athens and Sparta'. 

In the meantime, he put forth all his energy to 
obtain money in some other way, and thus get the 
fleet to sea; knowing well, that the way to over- 
come the reluctance of Cyrus was, to show that he 
could do without him. Sailing first from Ephesus 
to Milétus, he despatched from thence a small squa- 
dron to Sparta, disclosing his unexpected poverty, 

1 Xenoph. Hellen, i. 6,7; Plutarch, Lysand. c. 6. 
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and asking for speedy pecuniary aid. In the mean- 
time he convoked an assembly of the Milesians, 
communicated to them the mission just sent to 
Sparta, and asked from them a temporary supply 
until this money should arrive. He reminded them 
that the necessity of this demand sprang altogether 
from the manceuvre of Lysander in paying back the 
funds in his hands:—that he had already in vain 
applied to Cyrus for farther money, meeting only 
with such insulting neglect as could no longer be 
endured: that they (the Milesians), dwelling amidst 
the Persians, and having already experienced the 
maximum of ill-usage at their hands, ought now to 
be foremost in the war, and to set an example of 
zeul to the other allies’, in order to get clear the 
sooner from dependence upon such imperious task- 
masters. He promised that when the remittance 
from Sparta and the hour of success should arrive, 
he would richly requite their forwardness. “ Let 
us, with the aid of the Gods, show these foreigners 
(he concluded) that we can punish our enemies 
without worshiping them.” 

The spectacle of this generous patriot struggling 
against a degrading dependence on the foreigner, 
which was now becoming unhappily familiar to the 
leading Greeks of both sides—excites our warm 
sympathy and admiration. We may add, that his 
language to the Milesians, reminding them of the 
misery which they had endured from the Persians 
as a motive to exertion in the war—is full of instruc- 
tion as to the new situation opened for the Asiatic 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 9. ὑμᾶς δὲ ἐγὼ ἀξιῶ προθυμοτάτους εἶναι ἐς 
τὸν πόλεμον, διὰ τὸ οἰκοῦντας ἐν βαρβάροις πλειστὰ κακὰ ἤδη ὑπ᾽ αὐτῶν 
πεπονθέναι. 
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Greeks since the breaking-up of the Athenian power. 
No such evils had they suffered while Athens was 
competent to protect them, and while they were 
willing to receive protection from her—during the 
interval of more than fifty years between the com- 
plete organization of the confederacy of Delos and 
the disaster of Nikias before Syracuse. 

The single-hearted energy of Kallikratidas im- 
posed upon all who heard him, and even inspired 
so much alarm to those leading Milesians who were 
playing underhand the game of Lysander, that they 
were the first to propose a large grant of money 
towards the war, and te offer considerable sums from 
their own purses; an example probably soon fol- 
lowed by other allied cities. Some of the friends 
of Lysander tried to couple their offers with condi- 
tions ; demanding a warrant for the destruction of 
their political enemies, and hoping thus to compro- 
mise the new admiral. But he strenuously refused 
all such guilty compliances’. He was soon able to 
collect at Milétus fifty fresh triremes in addition to 
those left by Lysander, making a fleet of 140 sail 
in all. The Chians having furnished him with an 
outfit of five drachmas for each seaman (equal to 
ten days’ pay at the usual rate), he sailed with the 
whole fleet northward towards Lesbos. Of this nu- 
merous fleet, the greatest which had yet been as- 
sembled throughout the war, only ten triremes were 
Lacedeemonian*; while a considerable proportion, 
and among the best equipped, were Bceotian and 
Euboean®. In his voyage towards Lesbos, Kalli- 


1 Plutarch, Apophthegm. Laconic. p. 222 C; Xenoph. Hellen. i.6, 12, 
3 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 34. 8 Diodor. xiii. 99. 
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kratidas seems to have made himself master of Pho- 
Κα and Kymé’, perhaps with the greater facility 
in consequence of the recent ill-treatment of the 
Kymeans by Alkibiadés. He then sailed to attack 
Methymna, on the northern coast of Lesbos ; a town 
not only strongly attached to the Athenians, but also 
defended by an Athenian garrison. Though at first 
repulsed, he renewed his attacks until at length he 
took the town by storm. The property in it was all 
plundered by the soldiers, and the slaves collected 
and sold for their benefit. It was farther demanded 
by the allies, and expected pursuant to ordinary cus- 
tom, that the Methymnzan and Athenian prisoners 
should be sold also. But Kallikratidas peremptorily 
refused compliance, and set them all free the next 
day; declaring, that so long as he was in command, 
not a single free Greek should be reduced to slavery 
if he could prevent it*, 

No one, who has not familiarized himself with 
the details of Grecian warfare, can feel the full 
grandeur and sublimity of this proceeding—which 
stands, so far as I know, unparalleled in Grecian 
history. It is not merely that the prisoners were 
spared and set free: as to this point, analogous 
cases may be found, though not very frequent. It 


1 1 infer this from the fact, that at the period of the battle of Argi- 
nus, both these towns appear as adhering to the Peloponnesians; 
whereas during the command of Alkibiadés they had been both Athe- 
nian (Xenoph. Hellen. i. 5, 11; i. 6, 33; Diodor. xiii. 73-99). 

3 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 14. Kal κελευόντων τῶν ξυμμάχων ἀποδόσθαι 
καὶ τοὺς Μηθυμναίους, οὐκ ἔφη ἑαντοῦ ye ἄρχοντος οὐδένα Ἑλλήνων ἐς 
τοὐκείνου δυνατὸν ἀνδραποδισθῆναι. 

Compare a later declaration of Agesilaus, substantially to the same 
purpose, yet delivered under circumstances far less emphatic—in Xeno- 


phon, Agesilaus, vii. 6. 
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is, that this particular act of generosity was per- 
formed in the name and for the recommendation of 
Pan-Hellenic brotherhood and Pan-Hellenic inde- 
pendence of the foreigner : a comprehensive princi- 
ple, announced by Kallikratidas on previous occa- 
sions as well as on this, but now carried into practice 
under emphatic circumstances, and coupled with an 
explicit declaration of his resolution to abide by it 
in all future cases. It is, lastly, that the step was 
taken in resistance to formal requisition on the part 
of his allies, whom he had very imperfect means 
either of paying or controlling, and whom therefore 
it was so much the more hazardous for him to of- 
fend. There cannot be any doubt that these allies 
felt personally wronged and indignant at the loss, 
as well as confounded with the proposition of a rule 
of duty so new as respected the relations of belli- 
gerents in Greece ; against which tvo (let us add) 
their murmurs would not be without some founda- 
tion—‘‘ If we should come to be Konon’s prisoners, 
he will not treat us in this manner.’’ Reciprocity 
of dealing is absolutely essential to constant moral 
observance, either public or private; and doubtless 
Kallikratidas felt a well-grounded confidence, that 
two or three conspicuous examples would sensibly 
modify the future practice on both sides. But some 
one must begin by setting such examples, and the 
man who does begin—having a position which gives 
reasonable chance that others will follow—is the 
hero. An admiral like Lysander would not only 
sympathise heartily with the complaints of the allies, 
but also condemn the proceeding as a dereliction 
of duty to Sparta: even men better than Lysander 
VOL. VI111. Q 
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would at first look coldly on it as a sort of Quixot- 
ism, in doubt whether the example would be copied : 
while the Spartan Ephors, though probably tole- 
rating it because they interfered very sparingly with 
their admirals afloat, would certainly have little 
sympathy with the feelings in which it originated. 
So much the rather is Kallikratidas to be admired, 
as bringing out with him not onlya Pan-Hellenic pa- 
triotism' rare either at Athens or Sparta, but also a 
force of individual character and conscience yet 
rarer—enabling him to brave unpopularity and break 
through routine, in the attempt to make that pa- 
triotism fruitful and operative in practice. In his 
career, so sadly and prematurely closed, there was 
at least this circumstance to be envied: that the 
capture of Methymna afforded him the opportunity, 
which he greedily seized as if he had known that it 
would be the last, of putting in act and evidence the 
full aspirations of his magnanimous soul. 
Kallikratidas sent word by the released prisoners 
to Konon that he would presently put an end to 
his adulterous intercourse with the 5683; which he 
now considered as his wife and lawfully appertaining 
to him, having 140 triremes against the 70 triremes 
of Konon. That admiral, in spite of his inferior 
numbers, had advanced near to Methymna to try 
and relieve it; but finding the place already cap- 
tured, had retired to the islands called Hekatonnésoi, 


1 The sentiment of Kallikratidas deserved the designation of ‘EAAn- 
νικώτατον sroAlirevya—far more than that of Nikias, to which Plutarch 


_ apples those words (Compar. of Nikias and Crassus, c. 2). 


2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6,15. Κόνωνι δὲ εἶπεν, ὅτι παύσει αὐτὸν μοιχῶντα 
τὴν θάλασσαν, &c. He could hardly say this to Konon, in any other 
way than through the Athenian prisoners. 


. 
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off the continent bearing north-east from Lesbos. 
Thither he was followed by Kallikratidas, who, 
leaving Methymna at night, found him quitting his 
moorings at break of day, and immediately made all 
sail to try and cut him off from the southerly course 
towards Samos. But Konon, having diminished 
the number of his triremes from 100 to 70, had been 
able to preserve all the best rowers, so that in speed 
he outran Kallikratidas and entered first the harbour 
of Mityléné. His pursuers however were close be- 
hind, and even got into the harbour along with him, 
before it could be closed and put in a state of de- 
fence. Constrained to fight a battle at its entrance, 
he was completely defeated : thirty of his ships were 
taken, though the crews escaped to land; and he 
preserved the remaining forty only by hauling them 
ashore under the wall’. 

The town of Mityléné, originally founded on a 
small islet off Lesbos, had afterwards extended across 
a narrow strait to Lesbos itself. By this strait (whe- 
ther bridged over or not we are not informed), the 
town was divided into two portions, and had two 
harbours, one opening northward towards the Hel- 
lespont, the other southward towards the promon- 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 17; Diodor. xiii. 78, 79. 

Here, as on so many other occasions, it is impossible to blend these 
two narratives together. Diodorus conccives the facts in a manner 
quite different from Xenophon, and much less probable. He tells us 
that Konon practised a stratagem during his flight (the same in Poly- 
nus, 1. 482), whereby he was enabled to fight with and defeat the fore- 
most Peloponnesian ships before the rest came up: also, that he got 
into the harbour in time to put it into a state of defence before Kalli- 
kratidas came up. Diodorus then gives a prolix description of the battle 
by which Kallikratidas forced his way in. 

The narrative of Xenophon, which I have followed, plainly implics 
that Konon could have had no time to make preparations for defending 
the harbour. 

ᾳ 2 
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tory of Kané on the mainland!. Both these har- 
bours were undefended, and both now fell into the 
occupation of the Peloponnesian fleet ; at least all 
the outer portion of each, near to the exit of the 
harbour, which Kallikratidas kept under strict 
watch. He at the same time sent for the full forces 
of Methymna and for hoplites acros§ from Chios, 
so as to block up Mityléné by land as well as by 
sea. As soon as his success was announced, too, 
money for the fleet (together with separate presents 
for himself, which he declined receiving*) was im- 
mediately sent to him by Cyrus ; so that his future 
operations became easy. 

No preparations had been made at Mityléné for 
a siege: no stock of provisions had been accumu- 
lated, and the crowd within the walls was so con- 
siderable, that Konon foresaw but too plainly the 
speedy exhaustion of his means. Nor could he ex- 
pect succour from Athens, unless he could send in- 
telligence thither of his condition ; of which, as he 
had not been able to do so, the Athenians remain- 
ed altogether ignorant. All his ingenuity was re- 
quired to get a trireme safe out of the harbour, in 
the face of the enemy’s guard. Putting afloat two 
triremes, the best sailers in his fleet, and picking 

1 Thucyd. ii. 6. τοὺς épdppous én’ ἀμφοτέροις τοῖς λιμέσιν ἐποιοῦντο 
—(Strabo, xii. p. 617). Xenophon talks only of the harbour, as if it were 
one; and possibly, in very inaccurate language, it might be described as 
one harbour with two entrances. It seems to me, however, that Xeno- 
phon had no clear idea of the locality. 

Strabo speaks of the northern harbour as defended by a mole—the 
southern harbour, as defended by triremes chained together. Such de- 
fences did not exist in the year 406 B.c. Probably, after the revolt of 
Mityléné in 427 B.c., the Athenians had removed what defences might 


have been before provided for the harbour. 
3 Plutarch, Apophth. Laconic. p. 222 E. 
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out the best rowers for them out of all the rest, he 
caused these rowers to go aboard before daylight, 
concealing the Epibatz or maritime soldiers in the 
interior of the vessel (instead of the deck, which 
was their usual place), with a moderate stock of pro- 
visions, and keeping the vessel still covered with 
hides or sails, as was customary with vessels hauled 
ashore to protect them against the sun'. These 
two triremes were thus made ready to depart at a 
moment’s notice, without giving any indication to 
the enemy that they were so. They were fully 
manned before daybreak, the crews remained in 
their position all day, and after dark were taken 
out to repose. This went on for four days succes- 
sively, no favourable opportunity having occurred 
to give the signal for attempting astart. At length, 
on the fifth day, about noon, when many of the 
Peloponnesian crews were ashore for their morning 
meal, and others were reposing, the moment seemed 


' Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6,19. Καθελκύσας (Konon) τῶν νεῶν ras ἄριστα 
πλεούσας δύο, ἐπλήρωσε πρὸ ἡμέρας, ἐξ ἁπασῶν τῶν νεῶν τοὺς ἀρίστους 
ἐρέτας ἐκλέξας, καὶ τοὺς ἐπιβάτας ἐς κοίλην ναῦν μεταβιβάσας, καὶ τὰ 
παραῤῥύματα παραβαλών. 

The meaning of παραῤῥύματα is very uncertain. The commentators 
give little instruction ; nor can we be sure that the same thing is meant 
as is expressed by παραβλήματα (infra, ii. 1,22). We may be quite sure 
that the matters meant by rapappupara were something which, if visible 
at all to a spectator without, would at least afford no indication that 
the trireme was intended for a speedy start; otherwise, they would 
defeat the whole contrivance of Konon, whose aim was secrecy. It was 
essential that this trireme, though afloat, should be made to look as 
much as possible like to the other triremes which still remained hauled 
ashore; in order that the Peloponnesians might not suspect any pur- 
pose of departure. I have endeavoured in the text to give a meaning 
which answers this purpose, without forsaking the explanations given 
by the commentators : see Boeckh, Ueber das Attische, See Wesen, ch. x. 
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favourable, the signal was given, and both the tri- 
remes started at the same moment with their utmost 
speed ; one to go out at the southern entrance to- 
wards the sea between Lesbos and Chios—the other 
to depart by the northern entrance towards the 
Hellespont. Instantly the alarm was given among 
the Peloponnesian fleet: the cables were cut, the 
men hastened aboard, and many triremes were put in 
motion to overtake the two runaways. That which 
departed southward, in spite of the most strenuous 
efforts, was caught towards evening and brought 
back with all her crew prisoners: that which went 
towards the Hellespont escaped, rounded the north- 
ern coast of Lesbos, and got safe with the news to 
Athens ; sending intelligence also, seemingly, in her 
way, to the Athenian admiral Diomedon at Samos. 

The latter immediately made all haste to the aid 
of Konon, with the small force which he had with 
him, no more than twelve triremes. The two har- 
bours being both guarded by a superior force, he 
tried to get access to Mityléné through the Euripus, 
a strait which opens on the southern coast of the 
island into an interior lake or bay, approaching near 
to the town. But here he was attacked suddenly 
by Kallikratidas, and his squadron all captured ex- 
cept two triremes, his own and another : he himself 
had great difficulty in escaping’. 


1 Xenoph. Ilellen. i. 6,22. Διομέδων δὲ βοηθῶν Κόνωνι πολιορκουμένῳ 
δώδεκα ναυσὶν ὡρμίσατο és τὸν εὔριπον τὸν Μιτυληναίων. 

The reader should look δὲ a map of Lesbos, to see what is meant by 
the Euripus of Mityléné—and the other Euripus of the neighbouring 
town of Pyrrha. 

Diodorus (xiii. 79) confounds the Euripus of Mityléné with the har- 
bour of Mityléné, with which it is quite unconnected. Schneider and 
Plehn scem to make the same confusion (see Plehn, Lesbiaca, p. 15). 
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Athens was all in consternation at the news of 
the defeat of Konon and the blockade of Mityléné. 
The whole strength and energy of the city was put 
forth to relieve him, by an effort greater than any 
which had been made throughout the whole war. 
We read with surprise that within the short space 
of thirty days, a fleet of no less than 110 triremes 
was fitted out and sent from Peireus. Every man 
of age and strength to serve, without distinction, 
was taken to form a good crew ; not only freemen, 
but slaves, to whom manumission was promised as 
reward : many also of the Horsemen or Knights! and 
citizens of highest rank went aboard as Epibate, 
hanging up their bridles like Kimon before the battle 
of Salamis. The levy was in fact as democratical and 
as equalising as it had been on that memorable oc- 
casion. The fleet proceeded straight to Samos, whi- 
ther orders had doubtless been sent to get together 
all the triremes which the allies could furnish as 
reinforcements, as well as all the scattered Athe- 
nian. By this means, forty additional triremes (ten 
of them Samian) were assembled, and the whole fleet, 
150 sail, went from Samos to the little islands called 
Arginuse, close on the mainland, opposite to Malea 
the south-eastern cape of Lesbos. 

Kallikratidas, apprised of the approach of the 
new fleet while it was yet at Samos, withdrew the 
greater portion of his force from Mityléné, leaving 
fifty triremes under Eteonikus to continue the block- 
ade. Less than fifty probably would not have been 
sufficient, inasmuch as two harbours were to be 
watched ; but he was thus reduced to meet the 


' Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 24-25; Diodor. xin. 97. 
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Athenian fleet with inferior numbers—120 triremes 
against 150. His fleet was off Cape Malea, where 
the crews took their suppers, on the same evening 
as the Athenians supped at the opposite islands of 
Arginusz. It was his project to sail across the in- 
termediate channel in the night and attack them in 
the morning before they were prepared ; but violent 
wind and rain forced him to defer all movement till 
daylight. On the ensuing morning both parties pre- 
pared for the greatest naval encounter which had 
taken place throughout the whole war. Kallikrati- 
das was advised by his pilot, the Megarian Hermon, 
to retire for the present without fighting, inasmuch 
as the Athenian fleet had the advantage of thirty tri- 
remes over him in number. He replied that flight 
was disgraceful, and that Sparta would be no worse 
off, even if he should perish’. The answer was one 
congenial to his chivalrous nature; and we may 
well conceive, that having for the last two or three 
months been lord and master of the sea, he recol- 
lected his own haughty message to Konon, and 
thought it dishonour to incur or deserve, by retiring, 
the like taunt upon himself. We may remark too 
that the disparity of numbers, though serious, was 
by no means such as to render the contest hope- 
less, or to serve as a legitimate ground for retreat 
to one who prided himself on a full measure of 
Spartan courage. 

The Athenian fleet was so marshaled, that its great 
strength was placed in the two wings; in each of 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 32; Diodor. xiii. 97, 98—the latter reports . 
terrific omens beforehand for the generals. 

The answer has been a memorable one, more than once adverted to 
— Plutarch, Laconic. Apophthegm. p. 832; Cicero, De Offic. i. 24. 
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which there were sixty Athenian ships, divided into 
four equal divisions, each division commanded by a 
general. Of the four squadrons of fifteen ships each, 
two were placed in front, two to support them in 
the rear. Aristokratés and Diomedon commanded 
the two front squadrons of the left division, Periklés 
and Erasinidés the two squadrons in the rear: on 
the right division, Protomachus and Thrasyllus com- 
manded the two in front, Lysias and Aristogenés 
the two in the rear. The centre, wherein were the 
Samians and other allies, was left weak and all in 
single line: it appears to have been exactly in front 
of one of the isles of Arginuse, while the two other 
divisions were to the right and left of that isle. We 
read with some surprise that the whole Lacede- 
monian fleet was arranged by single ships, because 
it sailed better and manceuvred better than the Athe- 
nians ; who formed their right and left divisions in 
deep order, for the express purpose of hindering the 
enemy from performing the nautical manoeuvres of 
the diekplus and the periplus'. It would seem that 
the Athenian centre, having the land immediately 
in its rear, was supposed to be better protected 
against an enemy “sailing through the line out to 
the rear and sailing round about” than the other 
divisions, which were in the open waters ; for which 
reason it was left weak, with the ships in single line. 
But the fact which strikes us the most is, that if we 
turn back to the beginning of the war, we shall tind 


} Xenoph. Llellen. i. 6, 31. Οὕτω δ᾽ ἐτάχθησαν (οἱ ᾿Αθηναῖοι) ἵνα μὴ 
διέκπλουν διδοῖεν᾽ χεῖρον γὰρ ἔπλεον. Αἱ δὲ τῶν Λακεδαιμονίων ἀντιτε- 
ταγμέναι ἦσαν ἅπασαι ἐπὶ μιᾶς, ὡς πρὸς διέκπλουν καὶ περίπλουν παρε- 
σκενασμέναι, διὰ τὸ βέλτιον πλεῖν. 

Contrast this with Thuceyd. u. 84-89 (the speech of Phormion), iv. 12, 
vii, 36. 
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that this diekplus and periplus were the special man- 
ceuvres of the Athenian navy, and continued to be 
so even down to the siege of Syracuse ; the Lacede- 


. monians being at first absolutely unable to perform 
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them at all, and continuing for a long time to perform 
them far less skilfully than the Athenians. Now, 
the comparative value of both parties is reversed : 
the superiority of nautical skill has passed to the 
Peloponnesians and their allies: the precautions 
whereby that superiority is neutralized or evaded, 
are forced as a necessity on the Athenians. How 
astonished would the Athenian admiral Phormion 
have been, if he could have witnessed the fleets and 
the order of battle at Arginusz ! 

Kallikratidas himself, with the ten Lacedzemonian 
ships, was on the right of his fleet: on the left were 
the Boeotians and Eubceans, under the Beoeotian 
admiral Thrasondas. The battle was long and obs- 
tinately contested, first by the two fleets in their 
original order ; afterwards, when all order was bro- 
ken, by scattered ships mingled together and con- 
tending in individual combat. At length the brave 
Kallikratidas perished. His ship was in the act of 
driving against the ship of an enemy, and he him- 
self probably (like Brasidas' at Pylus) had planted 
himself on the forecastle, to be the first in boarding 
the enemy or in preventing the enemy from board- 
ing him—when the shock, arising from impact, 
threw him off his footing, so that he fell overboard 
and was drowned*. Inspite of the discouragement 


1 See Thucyd. iv. 11. 

2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 33. ἐπεὶ δὲ Καλλικρατίδάς re ἐμβαλούσης τῆς 
yeas ἀποπεσὼν ἐς τὴν θάλασσαν ἠφανίσθη, &c. 

The details given hy Diodorus about this battle and the exploits of 
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springing from his death, the ten Lacedemonian 
triremes displayed a courage worthy of his, and nine 
of them were destroyed or disabled. At length the 
Athenians were victorious in all parts: the Pelo- 
ponnesian fleet gave way, and their flight became 
general, partly to Chios, partly to Phokea. More 
than sixty of their ships were destroyed over and 
above the nine Lacedemonian, seventy-seven in all ; 
making a total loss of above the half of the entire 
fleet. The loss of the Athenians was also severe— 
amounting to twenty-five triremes. They returned 
to Arginuse after the battle’. 

The victory of Arginusz afforded the most stri- 
king proof how much the democratical energy of 
Athens could yet accomplish, in spite of so many 
years of exhausting war. But far better would it 
have been, if her energy on this occasion had been 
less efficacious. and successful. The defeat of the 
Peloponnesian fleet, and the death of their admirable 
leader—we must take the second as inseparable 
from the first, since Kallikratidas was not the man 
to survive a defeat—were signal misfortunes to the 
whole Grecian world ; and in an especial manner, 
misfortunes to Athens herself. If Kallikratidas had 
gained the victory and survived it, he would cer- 
tainly have been the man to close the Peloponnesian 
war; for Mityléné must immediately have surren-- 
dered, and Konon with all the Athenian fleet there 
blocked up must have become his prisoners ; which 


Kallikratidas are at once prolix and unworthy of confidence. See an 
excellent note of Dr. Arnold on Thucyd. iv. 12—respecting the descrip- 
tion given by Diodorus of the conduct of Brasidas at Pylus. 

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 34; Diodor. xiii. 99, 100, 
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circumstance, coming at the back of a defeat, would 
have rendered Athens disposed to acquiesce in any 
tolerable terms of peace. Now to have the terms 
dictated at a moment when her power was not wholly 
prostrate, by a man like Kallikratidas, free from 
corrupt personal ambition and of a generous Pan- 
Hellenic patriotism—would have been the best fate 
which at this moment could befall her; while to 
the Grecian world generally, it would have been 
an unspeakable benefit, that in the re-organization 
which it was sure to undergo at the close of the war, 
the ascendant individual of the moment should be 
penetrated with devotion to the great ideas of Hel- 
lenic brotherhood at home, and Hellenic indepen- 
dence against the foreigner. The near prospect of 
such a benefit was opened by that rare chance which 
threw Kallikratidas into the command, enabled him 
not only to publish his lofty profession of faith, but 
to show that he was prepared to act upon it, and 
for a time floated him on towards complete success. 
Nor were the envious gods ever more envious, than 
when they frustrated, by the disaster of Arginuse, 
the consummation which they had thus seemed to 
promise. The pertinence of these remarks will be 
better understood in the next chapter, when I come 
to recount the actual winding-up of the Pelopon- 
nesian war under the auspices of the worthless, but 
able, Lysander. It was into his hands that the 
command was re-transferred—a transfer almost from 
the best of Greeks to the worst. We shall then see 
how much the sufferings of the Grecian world, and 
of Athens especially, were aggravated by his indi- 
vidual temper and tendencies—and we shall then 
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feel by contrast, how much would have been gained 
if the commander armed with such great power of 
dictation had been a Pan-Hellenic patriot. To have 
the sentiment of that patriotism enforced, at a mo- 
ment of break-up and re-arrangement throughout 
Greece, by the victorious leader of the day, with 
single-hearted honesty and resolution, would have 
been a stimulus to all the better feelings of the 
Grecian mind such as no other combination of cir- 
cumstances could have furnished. The defeat and 
death of Kallikratidas was thus even more deplora- 
ble as a loss to Athens and Greece, than to Sparta 
herself. To his lofty character and patriotism, even 
in so short a career, we vainly seek a parallel. 

The news of the defeat was speedily conveyed to 
Eteonikus at Mityléné by the admiral’s signal-boat. 
As soon as he heard it, he desired the crew of the 
signal-boat to say nothing to any one, but to go 
again out of the harbour, and then return with 
wreaths and shouts of triumph—crying out that 
Kallikratidas had gained the victory and had de- 
stroyed or captured all the Athenian ships. All 
suspicion of the reality was thus kept from Konon 
and the besieged, while Eteonikus himself, affecting 
to believe the news, offered the sacrifice of thanks- 
giving ; but gave orders to all the triremes to take 
their meal and depart afterwards without losing a 
moment—directing the masters of the trading-ships 
also to put their property silently aboard, and get 
off at the same time. And thus, with little or no 
delay, and without the least obstruction from ον 
non, all these ships, triremes and merchantmen, 
sailed out of the harbour and were carried off in 
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safety to Chios, the wind being fair. Eteonikus 


~ at the same time withdrew his land-forces to Me- 
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thymna, burning his camp. Konon, thus finding 
himself unexpectedly at liberty, put to sea with his 
ships when the wind had become calmer, and joined 
the main Athenian fleet, which he found already 
on its way from Arginuse to Mityléné. The latter 
presently came to Mityléné, and from thence passed 
over to make an attack on Chios; which attack 
proving unsuccessful, they went forward to their 
ordinary station at Samos’. 

The news of the victory at Arginusz diffused Joy 
and triumph at Athens. All the slaves who had 
served in the armament were manumitted and pro- 
moted, according to promise, to the rights of Pla- 
tzans at Athens—a qualified species of citizenship. 
Yet the joy was poisoned by another incident which 
became known at the same time, raising sentiments 
of a totally opposite character, and ending in one of 
the most gloomy and disgraceful proceedings in all 
Athenian history. 

Not only the bodies of the slain warriors floating. 
about on the water had not been picked up for bu- 
rial, but the wrecks had not been visited to preserve 
those who were yet living. The first of these two 
points, even alone, would have sufficed to excite a 
painful sentiment of wounded piety at Athens. But 
the second point, here an essential part of the same 
omission, inflamed that sentiment into shame, grief, 
and indignation of the sharpest character. 

In the descriptions of this event, Diodorus and 
many other writers take notice of the first point, 


' Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 38; Diodor. xiii. 100. 
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either exclusively’, or at least with slight reference 
to the second ; which latter, nevertheless, stands as 


' See the narrative of Diodorus (xiii. 100, 101, 102), where nothing 
is mentioned except about picking up the floating dead bodies—about 
the crime, and offence in the eyes of the people, of omitting to secure 
burial to so many dead bodies. He does not seem to have fancied that 
there were any living bodies, or that it was a question between life and 
death to so many of the crews. | 

Whereas if we follow the narrative of Xenophon (Hellen. i. 7), we shall 
see that the question is put throughout about picking up the living 
men—the shipwrecked men, or the men belonging to, and still living 
aboard of, the broken ships—avedXéa Oar τοὺς ναναγοὺς, τοὺς δυστυχοῦντας, 
τοὺς καταδύντας (Hellen. ii. 3, 32): compare especially ii. 3, 35--πλεῖν 
ἐπὶ ras xaradeduxvias vais καὶ τοὺς én’ αὐτῶν ἀνθρώπους (1.6, 36). The 
word vavayos does not mean a dead body, but a ving man who has 
suffered shipwreck : Navayds ἥκω, ξένος, ἀσύλητον γένος (says Mene- 
laus, Eurip. [Telen. 457): also 407—Kai νῦν τάλας vavayds, ἀπολέσας 
φίλους ᾿Ἐξέπεσον ἐς γῆν τήνδε, &c., again 538. It corresponds with 
the Latin xaufragus—< mersd rate naufragus assem Dum rogat, et 
picta se tempestate tuetur ” (Juvenal, xiv. 301). Thucydidés does not 
use the word ναναγοὺς, but speaks of τοὺς νεκροὺς καὶ τὰ vavayia, mean- 
ing by the latter word the damaged ships with every person and thing 
on board. 

It is remarkable that Schneider and most other commentators 
on Xenophon, Sturz in his Lexicon Xenophonteum (v. ἀναίρεσις), 
Stallbaum ad Platon. Apol. Socrat. c. 20. p. 32, Sievers, Comment. ad 
Xenoph. Hellen. p. 31, Forchhammer, Die Athener und Sokratés, 
p- 30-31. Berlin, 1837,—and others—all treat this event as if it were 
nothing but a question of picking up dead bodies for sepulture. This 
is acomplete misinterpretation of Xenophon; not merely because the 
word vavayos, which he uses four several times, means a living person, 
but because there are two other passages, which leave absolutely no 
doubt about the matter—Dapndbe δέ ris ἐς τὴν ἐκκλησίαν, φάσκων ἐπὶ 
τεύχους ἀλφίτων σωθῆναι᾽ ἐπιστέλλειν δ᾽ αὐτῷ τοὺς ἀπολλυμένους, 
ἐὰν σωθῇ, ἀπαγγεῖλαι τῷ δήμῳ, ὅτι of στρατηγοὶ οὐκ ἀνεΐλοντο 
τοὺς ἀρίστους ὑπὲρ τῆς πατρίδος γενομένους. Again (ii. 3, 35), 
Theramenés, when vindicating himself before the oligarchy of Thirty 
two years afterwards for his conduct in accusing the generals, says that 
the generals brought their own destruction upon themselves by accu- 
sing him first, and by saying that the men on the disabled ships might 
have been saved with proper diligence—qdoxovres yap(the generals) οἷον 
τε εἶναι σῶσαι τοὺς ἄνδρας, προέμενοι αὐτοὺς ἀπολέσθαι, ἀπο- 
πλέοντες @xovro. These passages place the point beyond dispute, that 
the generals were accused of having neglected to save the lives of men 
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far the gravest in the estimate of every impartial 
critic, and was also the most violent in its effect 
upon Athenian feelings. Twenty-five Athenian 
triremes had been ruined along with most of their 
crews ; that is, lay heeled over or disabled, with their 
oars destroyed, no masts, nor any means of moving 
—mere hulls partially broken by the impact of an 
enemy’s ship, and gradually filling and sinking. The 
original crew of each was 200 men. The field of 
battle (if we may use that word for a space of sea) 
was strewed with these wrecks ; the men remaining 
on board being helpless and unable to get away— 
for the ancient trireme carried no boat, nor any aids 
for escape. And there were moreover, floating about, 
men who had fallen overboard, or were trying to 
save their lives by means of accidental spars or 
empty casks. It was one of the privileges of a naval 
victory, that the party who gained it could sail over 
the field of battle, and thus assist their own helpless 
or wounded comrades aboard the disabled ships'— 
taking captive, or sometimes killing, the correspond- 
ing persons belonging to the enemy. According 
even to the speech made in the Athenian public 
assembly afterwards, by Euryptolemus the defender 
of the accused generals, there were twelve triremes 
with their crews on board lying in the condition just 
described. This is an admission by the defence, and 
therefore the minimum of the reality: there cannot 


on the point of being drowned, and who by their neglect afterwards were 

drowned—not of having neglected to pick up dead bodies for sepulture. 

This misinterpretation of the commentators is here of the gravest im- 

port. It alters completely the criticisms on the proceedings at Athens. 
1 See Thucyd. i. 50, δ]. 
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possibly have been fewer, but there were probably 
several more, out of the whole twenty-five stated by 
Xenophon’. Nostep being taken to preserve them, 
the surviving portion, wounded as well as unwound- 
ed, of these crews, were left to be gradually drowned 
as each disabled ship went down. If any of them 
escaped, it was by unusual goodness of swimming 
—by finding some fortunate plank or spar—at any 
rate by the disgrace of throwing away their arms, 
and by some method such as no wounded man would 
be competent to employ. 


1 Xenoph. Iellen. i. 6, 34. ᾿Απώλοντο δὲ τῶν μὲν ᾿Αθηναίων νῆες 
πέντε καὶ εἴκοσιν αὐτοῖς ἀνδράσιν, ἐκτὸς ὀλίγων τῶν πρὸς τὴν γὴν 
προσενεχθέντων. 

Schneider in his note, and Mr. Mitford in his History, express sur- 
prise at the discrepancy between the number twelve which appears in 
the speech of Euryptolemus, and the number twenty-five given by 
Xenophon. 

But, first, we are not to suppose Xenophon to guarantee those asser- 
tions as to matters of fact which he gives as coming from Furyptole- 
mus; who, as an advocate speaking in the assembly, might take great 
liberties with the truth. 

Next, Xenophon speaks of the total number of ships ruined or dis- 
abled in the action: Euryptolemus speaks of the total number of wrecks 
afloat and capable of being visited so as to rescue the sufferers, at the 
subsequent moment when the generals directed the squadron under 
Theramenés to go out for the rescue. It is to be remembered that the 
generals went back to Arginuse from the battle, and there determined 
(according to their own statement) to send out from thence a squadron 
for visiting the wrecks. A certain interval of time must therefore have 
elapsed between the close of the action, and the order given to Thera- 
menés. During that interval, undoubtedly some of the disabled ships 
went down or came to picces: if we are to believe Euryptolemus, thirteen 
out of the twenty-five must have thus disappeared, so that their crews 
were already drowned, and no more than twelve remained floating for 
Theramenés to visit, even had he been ever so active and ever so much 
favoured by weather. 

I distrust the statement of Euryptolemus, and believe that he most 
probably underrated the number. But assuming him to be correct, 
this will only show how much the generals were to blame (as we shall 
hereafter remark) for not having seen to the visitation of the wrecks 
before they went back to their moorings at Arginusse. 


VOL. VIII. R 
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The first letter from the generals which commu- 
nicated the victory, made known at the same time 
the loss sustained in obtaining it. It announced, 
doubtless, the fact which we read in Xenophon, that 
twenty-five Athenian triremes had been lost with 
nearly all their crews ; specifying, we may be sure, 
the name of each trireme which had so perished ; 
for each trireme in the Athenian navy, like modern 
ships, had its own name’. It mentioned at the 
same time that no step whatever had been taken 
by the victorious survivors to save their wounded 
and drowning countrymen on board the sinking 
ships. A storm had arisen (such was the reason 
assigned), so violent as to render all such interven- 
tion totally impracticable*. 

It is so much the custom, in dealing with Grecian 
history, to presume the Athenian people to be a set 
of children or madmen, whose feelings it is not worth 
while to try and account for—that I have been 
obliged to state these circumstances somewhat at 
length, in order to show that the mixed sentiment 
excited at Athens by the news of the battle of Ar- 
ginusee was perfectly natural and justifiable. Along 
with joy for the victory, there was blended horror 
and remorse at the fact, that so many of the brave 


1 Boeckh, in his instructive volume—Urkunden iiber das Attische 
See-Wesen (vil. p. 84 seg.)—-gives, from inscriptions, a long list of the 
names of Athenian triremes, between B.c. 356 and 322. All the names 
are feminine: some curious. We have a long list also of the Athenian 
ship-builders; since the name of the builder is commonly stated in the 
inscription along with that of the ship—Edyaprs, ᾿Αλεξιμάχου ἔργον--- 
Σειρὴν, ᾿Αριστοκράτους épyov—'EXevOepia, ᾿Αρχενέω ἔργον--- Ἔπί- 
δειξις, Λυσιστράτον ἔργον---Δη μοκρατία, Χαιρεστράτου ἔργον, &e. 

2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 4. Ὅτε μὲν γὰρ οὐδενὸς ἄλλου καθήπτοντο (οἱ 
στρατηγοὶ) ἐπιστολὴν ἐπεδείκνυε (Theramenés) μαρτύριον' καὶ ἔπεμψαν 
of στρατηγοὶ ἐς τὴν βονλὴν καὶ ἐς τὸν δῆμον, ἄλλο οὐδὲν αἰτιώμενοι ἢ τὸν 
χειμῶνα. 
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men who had helped to gain it, had been left to 
perish unheeded. The friends and relatives of the 
crews of these lost triremes were of course foremost 
in the expression of such indignant emotion. The 
narrative of Xenophon, meagre and confused as well 
as unfair, presents this emotion as if it were some- 
thing causeless, factitious, pumped up out of the 
standing irascibility of the multitude by the artifices 
of Theramenés, Kallixenus, and a few others. But 
whatever may have been done by these individuals 
to aggravate the public excitement, or pervert it to 
bad purposes, assuredly the excitement itself was 
spontaneous, inevitable, and amply justified. The 
very thought that so many of the brave partners in 
the victory had been left to drown miserably on the 
sinking hulls, without any effort, on the part of their 
generals and comrades near, to rescue them—was 
enough to stir up all the sensibilities, public as well 
as private, of the most passive nature, even in 
citizens who were not related to the deceased—much 
more in those who were 50. To expect that the 
Athenians would be so absorbed in the delight of the 
victory, and in gratitude tothe generals who had com- 
manded, as to overlook such a desertion of perish- 
ing warriors, and such an omission of sympathetic © 
duty—is, in my judgment, altogether preposterous ; 
and would, if it were true, only establish one more 
vice in the Athenian people, besides those which they 
really had, and the many more with which they have 
been unjustly branded. 

The generalsin their public letter accounted for 
their omission by saying that the violence of the 
storm was too great to allow themto move. First, 
was this true as matter of fact? Next, had there 
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_been time to discharge the duty, or at the least to try 


and discharge it, before the storm came on to be so 
intolerable? These points required examination. 
The generals, while honoured with a vote of thanks 
for the victory, were superseded, and directed to come 
home ; all except Konon, who having been blocked 
up at Mityléné, was not concerned in the question. 
Two new colleagues, Philoklés and Adeimantus, 
were named to goout and joinhim!. The generals 
probably received the notice of their recall at Samos, 
and came home in consequence ; reaching Athens 
seemingly about the end of September or beginning 
of October—the battle of Arginusze having been 
fought in August 406 B.c. Two of the generals, 
however, Protomachus and Aristogenés, declined to 
come: warned of the displeasure of the people, and 
not confiding in their own case to meet it, they pre- 
ferred to pay the price of voluntary exile. The other 
six, Periklés, Lysias, Diomedon, Erasinidés, Ari- 
stokratés, and Thrasyllus (Archestratus, one of the 
original ten, having died at Mitvléné*), came without 
their two colleagues ; an unpleasant augury for the 


-result. 


On their first arrival, Archedémus, at that time 
an acceptable popular orator, and exercising some 
magistracy or high office which we cannot distinctly 
make out*, imposed upon Erasinidés a fine to that 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 1; Diodor. xiii. 10]---ἐπὶ μὲν τῇ νίκῃ τοὺς 
στρατηγοὺς ἐπήνουν, ext δὲ τῷ περιϊδεῖν ἀτάφους τοὺς ὑπὲρ τῆς ἡγεμονίας 
τετελευτηκότας, χαλεπῶς διετέθησαν. 

I have before remarked that Diodorus makes the mistake of talking 
about nothing but dead bodies, in place of the living vavayot spoken of 
by Xenophon.  Lysias, Orat. xxi. (“AmoAoyia Awpodoxias) sect vil. 

3 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7,2. Archedémus is described as τῆς Δεκελείας 
ἐπιμελούμενος. What is meant by these words, none of the commen- 
tatorg can explain in a satisfactory manner. The text must be corrupt. 
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limited amount which was within the competence of 
magistrates without the sanction of the Dikastery— 
and accused him besides before the Dikastery ; partly 
for general misconduct in his command, partly on 
the specific charge of having purloined some public 
money on its way from the Hellespont. Erasinidés 
was found guilty, and condemned to be imprisoned, 
either until the money was made good, or perhaps 
until farther examination could take place into the 
other alleged misdeeds. 

This trial of Erasinidés took place before the ge- 
nerals were summoned before the Senate to give 
their formal exposition respecting the recent battle 
and the subsequent neglect of the drowning men. 
And it might almost seem as if Archedémus wished 
to impute to Erasinidés exclusively, apart from the 
other generals, the blame of that neglect ; a distinc- 
tion, as will hereafter appear, not wholly unfounded. 
If however any such design was entertained, it did 
not succeed. When the generals went to explain 
their case before the Senate, the decision of that 
body was decidedly unfavourable to all of them, 


Some conjecture like that of Dobree seems plausible; some word like 
τῆς δεκάτης or τῆς Sexarevoews—having reference to the levying of the 
tithe in the Hellespont ; which would furnish reasonable ground for the 
proceeding of Archedémus against Erasinidés. 

The office held by Archedémus, whatever it was, must have been 
sufficiently exalted to confer upon him the power of imposing the fine 
of limited amount called ἐπιβολή. 

I hesitate to identify this Archedémus with the person of that name 
mentioned in the Memorabilia of Xenophon, n. 9. There seems no 
similarity at all in the points of character noticed. 

The popular orator Archedémus was derided by Eupolis and Aristo- 
phanés as having sore eyes, and as having got his citizenship without 
A proper title to it (see Aristophan. Ran. 419-588, with the Scholia). 
He also is charged in a line of an oration of Lysias with having embez- 
zled the public money (Lysias cont. Alkibiad. sect. 25. Orat. xiv.). 
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though we have no particulars of the debate which 
passed. On the proposition of the Senator Timo- 
kratés', a resolution was passed that the other five 
generals present should be placed in custody, as 
well as Erasinidés, and thus handed over to the pub- 
lic assembly for consideration of the case®. 

The public assembly was accordingly held, and 
the generals were brought before it. We are here 
told who it was that appeared as their principal ac- 
cuser, along with several others; though unfortu- 
nately we are left to guess what were the topics on 
which they insisted. Theramenés was the man who 
denounced them most vehemently, as guilty of 
leaving the crews of the disabled triremes to be 
drowned, and of neglecting all efforts to rescue 
them. He appealed to their own public letter to 
the people, officially communicating the victory— 
in which letter they made no mention of having ap- 
pointed any one to undertake the duty, nor of ha- 
ving any one to blame for not performing it. The 
omission therefore was wholly their own : they might 
have performed it, and ought to be punished for so 
cruel a breach of duty. 

The generals could not have a more formidable 
enemy than Theramenés. We have had occasion 
to follow him, during the revolution of the Four 
Hundred, as a long-sighted as well as tortuous poli- 
tician: he had since been in high military com- 
mand, a partaker in victory with Alkibiadés at Ky- 
zikus and elsewhere ; and he had served as trierarch 
in the victory of Arginusz itself. His authority 

' Xtnoph. Hellen. 1. 7, 3. Τιμοκράτους δ᾽ εἰπόντος, ὅτι καὶ τοὺς 


ἄλλους χρὴ δεθέντας ἐς τὸν δῆμον παραδοθῆναι, ἡ βουλὴ ἔδησε. 
2. Xenoph. Flellen. i. 7, 1. 
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therefore was naturally high, and told for much, 
when he denied the justification which the generals 
had set up, founded on the severity of the storm. 
According to him, they might have picked up the 
drowning men, and ought to have done so: either 
they might have done so before the storm came 
on— or there never was any storm of sufficient gra- 
vity to prevent them: upon their heads lay the re- 
sponsibility of omission’. Xenophon, in his very 
meagre narrative, does not tell us in express words, 
that Theramenés contradicted the generals as to the 
storm. But that he did so contradict them, point 
blank, is implied distinctly in that which Xenophon 
alleges him to have said. It seems also that Thra- 
sybulus—another trierarch at Arginuse, and a man 
not only of equal consequence, but of far more esti- 
mable character—concurred with Theramenés in 
this same accusation of the generals*, though not 
standing forward so prominently in the case. He 
too therefore must have denied the reality of the 
storm—or at least, the fact of its being so instant 
after the battle or so terrible, as to forbid all effort 
for the relief of these drowning seamen. 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 4. Μετὰ δὲ ταῦτα, ἐκκλησία ἐγένετο, ἐν 7 
τῶν στρατηγῶν κατηγόρουν ἄλλοι re καὶ Θηραμένης μάλιστα, 
δικαίους εἶναι λέγων λόγον ὑποσχεῖν, διότι οὐκ ἀνείλοντο 
τοὺς ναναγούς. Ὅτι μὲν γὰρ οὐδενὸς ἄλλου καθήπτοντο, ἐπιστολὴν 
ἐπεδείκνυε μαρτύριον" καὶ ἔπεμψαν οἱ στρατηγοὶ ἐς τὴν βουλὴν καὶ ἐς τὸν 
δῆμον, ἄλλο οὐδὲν αἰτιώμενοι ἢ τὸν χειμῶνα. 

5 That Thrasybulus concurred with Theramenés im accusing the 
gencrals, is intimated in the reply which Xenophon represents the 
generals to have made (i. 7, 6)—Kal οὐχ, ὅτι ye κατηγοροῦσιν ἡμῶν, 
ἔφασαν, ψευσόμεθα φάσκοντες αὐτοὺς αἰτίους εἶναι, ἀλλὰ τὸ μέγεθος 
τοῦ χειμῶνος εἶναι τὸ κωλῦσαν τὴν ἀναίρεσιν. ’ 

The plural κατηγοροῦσιν shows that Thrasybulus as well as Thera- 
menés stood forward to accuse the generals, though the latter was the 
most prominent and violent. 
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The case of the generals, as it stood before the 
Athenian public, was completely altered when men 
like Theramenés and Thrasybulus stood forward 
as their accusers. Doubtless what was said by 
these two had been said by others before, in the 
Senate and elsewhere; but it was now publicly 
advanced by men of influence, as well as_ perfectly 
cognizant of the fact. And we are thus enabied to 
gather indirectly (what the narrative of Xenophon, 
studiously keeping back the case against the gene- 
rals, does not directly bring forward), that though 
the generals affirmed the storm, there were others 
present who denied it—thus putting in controversy 
the matter of fact, which formed their solitary jus- 
tification. Moreover we come, in following the 
answer made by the generals in the public assembly 
to Theramenés and Thrasybulus—to a new point in 
the case, which Xenophon lets out as it were indi- 
rectly, in that confused manner which pervades his 
whole narrative of the transaction. It is howevera 
new point of extreme moment. The generals replied 
that if any one was to blame for not having picked up 
the drowning men, it was Theramenés and Thrasy- 
bulus themselves ; for it was they two, to whom, to- 
gether with various other trierarchs and with forty- 
eight triremes, the generals had expressly confided the 
performance of this duty: it was they two who were 
responsible for its omission, not the generals. Never- 
theless they (the generals) made no charge against 
Theramenés and Thrasybulus—well knowing that 
the storm had rendered the performance of the duty 
absolutely impossible, and that it was therefore a 
complete justification for one as well as for the other. 
They (the generals) at least could do no more than 
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direct competent men like these two trierarchs to 
perform the task, and assign to them an adequate 
squadron for the purpose; while they themselves 
with the main fleet went to attack Eteonikus, and 
relieve Mityléné. Diomedon, one of their number, 
had wished after the battle to employ all the ships 
in the fleet for the preservation of the drowning men, 
without thinking of anything else until that was 
done. Erasinidés, on the contrary, wished that all 
the fleet should move across at once against Mity- 
léné: Thrasyllus said that they had ships enough 
to do both at once. Accordingly it was agreed that 
each general should set apart three ships from his 
division, to make a squadron of forty-eight ships 
under Thrasybulus and Theramenés. In making 
these statements, the generals produced pilots and 
others, men actually in the battle, as witnesses in 
general confirmation. 

Here then, in this debate before the assembly, 
were two new and important points publicly raised. 
First, Theramenés and Thrasybulus denounced the 
generals as guilty of the death of these neglected 
men—next, the generals affirmed that they had 
delegated the duty to Theramenés and Thrasybulus 
themselves. If this latter were really true, how 
came the generals in their official despatch first sent 
home, to say nothing about it? Euryptolemus, an 
advocate of the generals (speaking in a subsequent 
stage of the proceedings, though we can hardly doubt 
that the same topics were also urged in this very 
assembly), while blaming the generals for such omis- 
sion, ascribed it to an ill-placed good-nature on 
their part, and reluctance to bring Theramenés and 
Thrasybulus under the displeasure of the people. 
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Most of the generals (he said) were disposed to men- 
tion the fact in their official despatch, but were dis- 
suaded from doing so by Periklés and Diomedon ; 
an unhappy dissuasion (in his judgment), which 
Theramenés and Thrasybulus had ungratefully re- 
quited by turning round and accusing them all’. 
Different This remarkable statement of Euryptolemus, as 
iven by to the intention of the generals in wording the offi- 
vodorms- cial despatch, brings us to a closer consideration of 
what really passed between them on the one side 
and Theramenés and Thrasybulus on the other; 
which is difficult to make out clearly, but which 
Diodorus represents in a manner completely differ- 
ent from Xenophon. Diodorus states that the ge- 
nerals were prevented partly by the storm, partly 
by the fatigue and reluctance and alarm of their 
own seamen, from taking any steps to pick up (what 
he calls) the dead bodies for burial—that they sus- 
pected Theramenés and Thrasybulus, who went to 
Athens before them, of intending to accuse them 
before the people, and that for this reason they sent 
home intimation to the people that they had given 
special orders to these two trierarchs to perform the 
duty. When these letters were read in the public 
assembly (Diodorus says), the Athenians were ex- 
1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 17. Euryptolemus says—Karryop& μὲν οὖν 
αὐτῶν, ὅτι ἔπεισαν τοὺς Evydpxovras, βουλομένους πέμπειν γράμ- 
ματα τῇ τε βουλῇ καὶ ὑμῖν, ὅτι ἐπέταξαν τῷ Θηραμένει καὶ Θρασνβούλῳ 
τετταράκοντα καὶ ἔπτα τριήρεσιν ἀνελέσθαι τοὺς ναναγοὺς, οἱ δὲ οὐκ 
ἀνείλοντο. Εἶτα νῦν τὴν αἰτίαν κοινὴν ἔχουσιν, ἐκείνων ἰδίᾳ ἁμαρτόντων" 
καὶ ἀντὶ τῆς τότε φιλανθρωπίας, νῦν ὑπ᾽ ἐκείνων τε καί τινων ἄλλων ἐπιβου- 
λευόμενοι κινδυνεύουσιν ἀπολέσθαι. 
We must here construe ἔπεισαν as equivalent to ἀνέπεισαν or μετέ- 
πεισαν, placing a comma after ξυνάρχοντας. This is unusual, but not 
inadmissible. To persuade a man to alter his opinion or his conduct, 


might be expressed by πείθειν, though it would more properly be ex- 
pressed by ἀναπείθειν : ‘see ἐπείσθη, Thucyd. iii. 32. 
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cessively indignant against Theramenés ; who how- 
ever defended himself effectively and completely, 
throwing the blame back upon the generals. He 
was thus forced, against his own will and in self- 
defence, to become the accuser of the generals, car- 
rying with him his numerous friends and partisans 
at Athens. And thus the generals, by trying to ruin 
Theramenés, finally brought condemnation upon 
themselves'. 

Such is the narrative of Diodorus, in which it is 
implied that the generals never really gave any 
special orders to Theramenés and Thrasybulus, but 
falsely asserted afterwards that they had done so, 
in order to discredit the accusation of Theramenés 
against themselves. To a certain extent, this coin- 
cides with what was asserted by Theramenés him- 
self two years afterwards in his defence before the 
Thirty—that he was not the first to accuse the ge- 
nerals—they were the first to accuse him, affirining 
that they had ordered him to undertake the duty, 
and that there was no sufficient reason to hinder 
him from performing it—they were the persons who 
distinctly pronounced the performance of the duty 
to be possible, while he had said from the beginning 
that the violence of the storm was such as even to 
forbid any movement in the water; much more, to 
prevent rescue of the drowning men’. 

1 Diodor. xiii. 100, 101. 

2 Xenoph. Hellen. 1. 3, 35. If Theramenés really did say, in the 
actual discussions at Athens on the conduct of the gencrals, that which 
he here asserts himself to have said (viz. that the violence of the storm 
rendered it impossible for any one to put to sea), his accusation against 
the gencrals must have been grounded upon alleging that they might 


have performed the duty at an earlier moment; before they came back 
from the battle —before the storm arose—before they gave the order to 
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Taking the accounts of Xenophon and Diodorus 
together, in combination with the subsequent accu- 
sation and defence of Theramenés at the time of the 
Thirty—and blending them so as to reject as little 
as possible of either—I think it probable that the 
order for picking up the exposed men was really 
given by the generals to Theramenés, Thrasybulus, 
and other trierarchs ; but that, first, a fatal interval 
was allowed to elapse between the close of the battle 
and the giving of such order—next, that the forty- 
eight triremes talked of for the service, and pro- 
posed to be furnished by drafts of three out of each 
general’s division, were probably never assembled— 
or if they assembled, were so little zealous in the 
business as to satisfy themselves very easily that 
the storm was too dangerous to brave, and that it 
was now too late. For when we read the version of 
the transaction even as given by Euryptolemus, we 
see plainly that none of the generals, except Dio- 
medon, was eager in the performance of the task. 
It is a memorable fact, that of all the eight generals, 
not one of them undertook the business in person, 
although its purpose was to save more than a thou- 
sand drowning comrades from death!. In a pro- 





him. But I think it most probable that he misrepresented at the later 
period what he had said at the earlier, and that he did not, during the 
actual discussions, admit the sufficiency of the storm as fact and justi- 
fication. 

2 The total number of ships lost with all their crews was twenty-five, 
of which the aggregate crews (speaking in round numbers) would be 
5000 men. Now we may fairly calculate that each one of the disabled 
ships would have on board half her crew, or 100 men, after the action: 
not more than half would have been slain or drowned in the combat. 
Even ten disabled ships would thus contain 1000 living men, wounded 
and unwounded. It will be seen therefore that I have understated the 
number of lives in danger. 
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ceeding where every interval even of five minutes 
was precious, they go to work in the most dilatory 
manner, by determining that each general shall 
furnish three ships, and no more, from his division. 
Now we know from the statement of Xenophon, 
that towards the close of the battle, the ships on 
both sides were much dispersed'. Such collective 
direction therefore would not be quickly realized ; 
nor, until all the eight fractions were united, to- 
gether with the Samians and others, so as to make 
the force complete, would Theramenés feel bound 
to go out upon his preserving visitation. He doubt- 
less disliked the service—as we see that most of the 
generals did—while the crews also, who had just got 
to land after having gained a victory, were thinking 
most about rest and refreshment, and mutual con- 
gratulations*. All were glad to find some excuse 
for staying in their moorings instead of going out 
again to buffet what was doubtless unfavourable 
weather. Partly from this want of zeal, coming in 
addition to the original delay—partly from the bad 
weather—the duty remained unexecuted, and the 
seamen on board the damaged ships were left to 
perish unassisted. 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. 1. 6, 83. 

3 We read in Thucydidés (vii. 73) how impossible it was to prevail on 
the Syracusans to make any military movement after their last maritime 
victory in the Great Harbour, when they were full of triumph, felicita- 
tion and enjoyment. 

They had visited the wrecks and picked up both the living men on 
board and the floating bodies, before they went ashore. It is remark- 
able that the Athenians on that occasion were so completely overpow- 
ered by the immensity of their disaster, that they never even thought of 
asking permission (always granted by the victors when asked) to pick up 
their dead or visit their wrecks (viii. 72). 
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But presently arose the delicate, yet unavoidable 
question, ‘‘ How are we to account for the omis- 
sion of this sacred duty in our official despatch 
to the Athenian people?’’ Here the generals dif- 
fered among themselves, as Euryptolemus expressly 
states: Periklés and Diomedon carried it, against 
the judgment of their colleagues, that in the offi- 
cial despatch (which was necessarily such as could 
be agreed to by all) nothing should be said about 
the delegation to Theramenés and others; the 
whole omission being referred to the terrors of the 
storm. But though such was the tenor of the off- 
cial report, there was nothing to hinder the gene- 
rals from writing home and communicating indi- 
vidually with their friends in Athens as each might 
think fit; and in these unofficial communications, 
from them as well as from others who went home 
from the armament—communications not less effi- 
cacious than the official despatch in determining the 
tone of public feeling at Athens—they did not dis- 
guise their convictions that the blame of not per- 
forming the duty belonged to Theramenés. Having 
thus a man like Theramenés to throw the blame 
upon, they did not take pains 40 keep up the story 
of the intolerable storm, but intimated that there 
had been nothing to hinder him from performing 
the duty if he had chosen. It is this which he ac- 
cuses them of having advanced against him, so as 
to place him as the guilty man before the Athenian 
public: it was this which made him, in retaliation 
and self-defence, violent and unscrupulous in de- 
nouncing them as the persons really blameable’. 


* Xenoph. Hellen. 1. 3, 32. The hght im which I here place the 
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As they had made light of this alleged storm, in 
casting the blame upon him—so he again made 
light of it, and treated it as an insufficient excuse, 
in his denunciations against them; taking care to 
make good use of their official despatch, which vir- 
tually exonerated him, by its silence, from any con- 
cern in the matter. 

Such is the way in which I conceive the relations 
to have stood between the generals on one side and 
Theramenés on the other—having regard to all that 
is said both in Xenophon and in Diodorus. But the 
comparative account of blame and recrimination 
between these two parties is not the most important 
feature of the case. The really serious inquiry is, as 
to the intensity or instant occurrence of the storm. 


conduct of Theramenés is not only coincident with Diodorus, but with 
the representations of Kritias, the violent enemy of Theramenés, under 
the government of the Thirty—just before he was going to put Thera- 
menés to death—Otros δέ ros ἐστὶν, ὃς ταχθεὶς ἀνελέσθαι ὑπὸ τῶν στρα- 
τηγῶν τοὺς καταδύντας ᾿Αθηναίων ἐν τῇ περὶ Λέσβον ναυμαχίᾳ, αὐτὸς 
οὐκ ἀνελόμενος ὅμως τῶν στρατηγῶν κατηγορῶν ἀπέκτεινεν αὐτοὺς, 
ἵνα αὐτὸς περισωθείη (Xen. ut sup.). 

Here it stands admitted that the first impression at Athens was (as 
Diodorus states expressly) that Theramenés was ordered to pick up the 
men on the wrecks—might have done it if he had taken proper pains— 
and was to blame for not doing it. Now how did this impression arise? 
Of course through communications received from the armament itself. 
And when Theramenés in his reply says, that the generals themselves 
made communications in the same tenor, there is no reason why we 
should not believe him—in spite of their joint official despatch, wherein 
they made no mention of him—and in spite of their speech in the public 
assembly afterwards, where the previous official letter fettered them, and 
prevented them from accusing him, forcing them to adhere to the state- 
ment first made of the all-sufficiency of the storm. 

The main facts which we here find established even by the enemies 
of Theramenés, are—1. That Theramenés accused the generals because 
he found himself in danger of being punished for the neglect. 2. That 
his enemies, who charged him with the breach of duty, did not admit 
the storm as an excuse for him. 


Justifica- 
tion of the 
generals— 
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Was it really so instant and so dangerous, that the 
duty of visiting the wrecks could not be performed, 
either before the ships went back to Arginusz, or 
afterwards? If we take the circumstances of the 
case, and apply them to the habits and feelings of 
the English navy—if we suppose more than 1000 
seamen, late comrades in the victory, distributed 
among twenty damaged and helpless hulls, awaiting 
the moment when these hulls would fill and consign 
them all to a watery grave—it must have been a 
frightful storm indeed, which would force an English 
admiral even to go back to his moorings leaving 
these men so exposed—or which would deter him, 
if he were at his moorings, from sending out the very 
first and nearest ships at hand to save them. And 
granting the danger to be such, that he hesitated to 
give the order, there would probably be found officers 
and men to volunteer, against the most desperate 
risks, in a cause 80 profoundly moving all their best 
sympathies. Now unfortunately for the character 
of Athenian generals, officers, and men, at Arginuse 
—for the blame belongs, though in unequal propor- 
tions, to all of them—there exists here strong pre- 
sumptive proof that the storm on this occasion was 
not such as would have deterred any Grecian sea- 
men animated by an earnest and courageous sense 
of duty. We have only to advert to the conduct 
and escape of Eteonikus and the Peloponnesian fleet 
from Mityléné to Chios; recollecting that Mityléné 
was separated from the promontory of Kané on the 
Asiatic mainland, and from the isles of Arginuse, by 
a channel only 120 stadia broad'—about fourteen 


! Strabo, xiii. p. 617. 
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English miles. Eteonikus, apprised of the defeat 
by the Peloponnesian official signal-boat, desired 
that boat to go out of the harbour, and then to 
sail into it again with deceptive false news, to the 
effect that the Peloponnesians had gained a com- 
plete victory: he then directed his seamen, after 
taking their dinners, to depart immediately, and the 
masters of the merchant vessels silently to put their 
cargoes aboard, and get toseaalso. The whole fleet, 
triremes and merchant vessels both, thus went out of 
the harbour of Mityléné and made straight for Chios, 
whither they arrived in safety ; the merchant vessels 
carrying their sails, and having what Xenophon 
calls ‘‘a fair wind'.” Now it is scarcely possible 
that all this could have taken place, had there blown 
during this time an intolerable storm between Mity- 
léné and Arginuse. If the weather was such as to 
allow of the safe transit of Eteonikus and all his fleet 
from Mityléné to Chios—it was not such as to form 
a legitimate obstacle capable of deterring any gene- 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 37. ᾿Ετεόνικος δὲ, ἐπειδὴ ἐκεῖνοι (the signal- 
boat with news of the pretended victory) κατέπλεον, €Ove τὰ εὐαγγέλια, 
καὶ τοῖς στρατιώταις παρήγγειλε δειπνοποιεῖσθαι, καὶ τοῖς ἐμπόροις, τὰ 
χρήματα σιωπῇ ἐνθεμένους ἐς τὰ πλοῖα ἀποπλεῖν ἐς Χίον, ἦν δὲ τὸ 
πνεῦμα οὔριον, καὶ τὰς τριήρεις τὴν ταχίστην. Αὐτὸς δὲ τὸ πεζὸν 
ἀπῆγεν ἐς τὴν Μηθύμνην, τὸ στρατόπεδον ἐμπρήσας. ἹΚόνων δὲ καθελ- 
κύσας τὰς ναῦς, ἐπεὶ of τε πολέμιοι ἀποδεδράκεσαν, καὶ ὁ ἄνεμος ev- 
διαίτερος ἦν, ἀπαντήσας τοῖς ᾿Αθηναίοις ἤδη ἀνηγμένοις ἐκ τῶν ᾽Αργι- 
γουσῶν, ἔφρασε τὰ περὶ 'Ereovixov. 

One sees by the expression used by Xenophon respecting the pro- 
ceedings of Konon—that he went out of the harbour “as soon as the 
wind became calmer’’—that it blew a strong wind, though in a direction 
favourable to carry the fleet of Eteonikus to Chios. Konon was under 
no particular motive to go out immediately: he could afford to wait 
until the wind became quite calm. The important fact is, that wind 
and weather were perfectly compatible with, indeed even favourable to, 
the escape of the Peloponnesian fleet from Mityléné to Chios. 


VOL. VIII. Β 
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rous Athenian seaman, still less a responsible officer, 
from saving his comrades exposed on the wrecks 
near Arginusz. Least of all was it such as ought 
to have hindered the attempt to save them—even 
if such attempt had proved unsuccessful. And here 
the gravity of the sin consists, in having remained 
inactive while the brave men on the wrecks were 
left to be drowned. All this reasoning, too, assumes 
the fleet to have been already brought back to its 
moorings at Arginusse—discussing only how much 
was practicable to effect after that moment, and 
leaving untouched the no less important question, 
why the drowning men were not picked up before 
the fleet went back ? 

I have thought it right to go over these considera- 
tions, indispensable to the fair appreciation of this 
memorable event—in order that the reader may un- 
derstand the feelings of the assembly and the public 


᾿ of Athens, when the generals stood before them, 


rebutting the accusations of Theramenés and re- 
criminating in their turn against him. The assem- 
bly had before them the grave and deplorable fact, 
that several hundreds of brave seamen had been 
suffered to drown on the wrecks, without the least 
effort to rescue them. In explanation of this fact, 
they had not only no justification, at once undisputed 
and satisfactory—but not even any straightforward, 
consistent, and uncontradicted statement of facts. 
There were discrepancies among the generals them- 
selves, comparing their official with their unofficial, 
as well as with their present statements—and con- 
tradictions between them and Theramenés, each 
having denied the sufficiency of the storm as a vin- 
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dication for the neglect imputed to the other. It 
was impossible that the assembly could be satisfied 
to acquit the generals, on such a presentation of the 
case ; nor could they well know how to apportion 
the blame between them and Theramenés. The re- 
latives of the men left to perish would be doubtless 
in a state of violent resentment against one or other 
of the two, perhaps against both. Under these cir- 
cumstances, it could hardly have been the sufficiency 
of their defence—it must have been rather the ap- 
parent generosity of their conduct towards Thera- 
menés, in formally disavowing all charge of neglect 
against him, though he had advanced a violent 
charge against them—which produced the result 
that we read in Xenophon. ‘The defence of the 
generals was listened to with favour and seemed 
likely to prevail with the majority’. Many indivi- 
duals present offered themselves as bail for the gene- 
rals, in order that the latter might be liberated from 
custody: but the debate had been so much prolonged 
(we see from hence that there must have been a 
great deal of speaking) that it was now dark, so that 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 5-7. Mera δὲ ταῦτα oi στρατηγοὶ βραχέα 
ἕκαστος ἀπελογήσατο, ov yap προὐτέθη σφίσι Adyos κατὰ τὸν VOPOV....+. 

Τοιαῦτα λέγοντες ἔπειθον τὸν δῆμον. The imperfect tense ἔπειθον 
must be noticed: ‘they were persuading,” or seemed in the way to 
persuade, the people: not ἔπεισαν the aorist, which would mean that 
they actually did satisfy the people. 

The first words here cited from Xenophon do not imply that the 
generals were checked or abridged in their liberty of speaking before 
the public assembly, but merely that no judicial trial and defence were 
granted to them. In judicial defence, the person accused had a mea- 
sured time for defence (by the clepsydra or water-clock) allotted to 
him, during which no one could interrupt him; a time doubtless much 
longer than any single speaker would be permitted to occupy in the 
public assembly. 

gs 2 
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no vote could be taken, because the show of hands 
was not distinguishable. It was therefore resolved 
to adjourn the whole decision until another asSem- 
bly; but that in the meantime the senate should 
meet, should consider what would be the proper 
mode of trying and judging the generals—and should 
submit a proposition to that effect to the approach- 
ing assembly. 

It so chanced that immediately after this first 
assembly, during the interval before the meeting of 
the senate or the holding of the second assembly, 
the three days of the solemn annual festival called 
Apaturia intervened ; early days in the month of 
October. This was the characteristic festival of the 
Ionic race ; handed down from a period anterior to 
the constitution of Kleisthenés, and to the ten new 
tribes each containing so many demes—and bringing 
together the citizens in their primitive unions of © 
family, gens, phratry, &c., the aggregate of which 
had originally constituted the four Ionic tribes, now 
superannuated. At the Apaturia the family cere- 
monies were gone through; marriages were enrolled, 
acts of adoption were promulgated and certified, 
the names of youthful citizens first entered on the 
gentile and phratric roll ; sacrifices were jointly cele- 
brated by these family assemblages to Zeus Phra- 
trius, Athéné, and other deities, accompanied with 
much festivity and enjoyment. A solemnity like 
this, celebrated every year, naturally provoked in 
each of these little unions, questions of affectionate 
interest—'‘ Who are those that were with us last 
year, but are not here now? The absent—where 
are they? The deceased—where or how did they 


‘ 
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die?’”’ Now the crews of the twenty-five Athenian 
trireraes, lost at the battle of Arginusz, (at least all 
those among them who were freemen,) had been 
members of some one of these family unions, and 
were missed on this occasion. ‘The answer to the 
above inquiry, in their case, would be one alike 
melancholy and revolting—‘‘ They fought like brave 
men and had their full share in the victory: their 
trireme was broken, disabled, and made a wreck, in 
the battle: aboard this wreck they were left to perish, 
while their victorious generals and comrades made 
not the smallest effort to preserve them.” To hear 
this about fathers, brothers, and friends—and to 
hear it in the midst of a sympathising family circle 
—was well-calculated to stir up an agony of shame, 
sorrow, and anger, united; an intolerable sentiment, 
which required as a satisfaction, and seemed even 
to impose as a duty, the punishment of those who 
had left these brave comrades to perish. Many 
of the gentile unions, in spite of the usually festive 
and cheerful character of the Apaturia, were so ab- 
sorbed by this sentiment, that they clothed them- 
selves in black garments and shaved their heads in 
token of mourning, resolving to present themselves 
in this guise at the coming assembly, and to appease 
the manes of their abandoned kinsmen by every pos- 
sible effort to procure retribution on the generals’. 
Xenophon in his narrative describes this burst of 
feeling at the Apaturia as false and factitious, and 
the men in mourning as a number of hired impos- 


λ Lysias puts into one of his orations a similar expression respecting 
the feeling at Athens towards these generals—iyovpevo: χρῆναι τῇ τῶν 
τεθνεώτων ἀρετῇ map ἐκείνων δίκην AaBeiyv—Lysias cont. Eratosth. 
8. 37. 
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tors, got up by the artifices of Theramenés', to de- 
stroy the generals. But the case was one in which 
no artifice was needed. The universal and self- 


? Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 8. Oi οὖν περὶ τὸν Θηραμένην παρεσκεύασαν 
ἀνθρώπους μέλανα ἱμάτια ἔχοντας, καὶ ἐν χρῷ κεκαρμένους πολ- 
λοὺς ἐν ταύτῃ τῇ ἑορτῇ, ἵνα πρὸς τὴν ἐκκλησίαν ἥκοιεν, ὡς δὴ Evy- 
γενεῖς ὄντες τῶν ἀπολωλότων. 

Here I adopt substantially the statement of Diodorus, who gives a 
juster and more natural description of the proceeding; representing it 
as a spontaneous action of mournful and vindictive fecling on the part 
of the kinsmen of the deceased (xii. 101). 

Other historians of Greece, Dr. Thirlwall not excepted (Hist. of Greece, 
ch. xxx. vol. iv. p. 117-125), follow Xenophon on this point. They 
treat the intense sentiment against the generals at Athens as ‘‘ popular 
prejudices ”—‘‘ excitement produced by the artifices of Theramenés” 
(Dr. Thirlwall, p. 117-124). *‘ Theramenés (he says) hired a great 
number of persons to attend the festival, dressed in black, and with 
their heads shaven, as mourning for kinsmen whom they had lost in 
the sea-fight.” 

Yet Dr. Thirlwall speaks of the narrative of Xenophon in the most 
unfavourable terms; and certainly in terms no worse than it deserves 
(sce p. 116, the note)— It looks as if Xenophon had purposely in- 
volved the whole affair in obscurity.”” Compare also p. 123, where his 
criticism is equally severe. 

I have little scruple in deserting the narrative of Xenophon (of which 
I think as meanly as Dr. Thirlwall), so far as to supply (without con- 
tradicting any of his main allegations) an omission which I consider 
capital and preponderant. I accept his account of what actually passed 
at the festival of the Apaturia, but I deny his statement of the man- 
awuvres of Theramenés as the producing cause. 

Most of the obscurity which surrounds these proceedings at Athens 
arises from the fact, that no notice has been taken of the intense and 
spontancous emotion which the desertion of the men on the wrecks 
was naturally calculated to produce on the public mind. It would (in 
my judgment) have been unaccountable if such an effect had not been 
produced, quite apart from all instigations of Theramenés. The mo- 
ment that we recognise this capital fact, the series of transactions 
becomes comparatively perspicuous and explicable. 

Dr. Thirlwall, as well as Sievers (Commentat. de Xenophontis Hel- 
len. p. 25-30), suppose Theramenés to have acted in concert with the 
oligarchical party, in making use of this incident to bring about the 
ruin of generals odious to them—sereral of whom were connected with 
Alkibiadds. 1 confess that I see nothing to countenance this idea: but 
at all events, the cause here named is only secondary—not the grand 
and dominant fact of the period. 
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acting stimulants of intense human sympathy stand 
here so prominently marked, that it is not simply 
superfluous but even misleading, to look behind for 
the gold and machinations of a political instigator. 
Theramenés might do all that he could to turn the 
public displeasure against the generals, and to pre- 
vent it from turning against himself: it is also cer- 
tain that he did much to annihilate their defence. 
He may thus have had some influence in directing 
the sentiment against them, but he could have had 
little or none in creating it. Nay, it is not too 
much to say that no factitious agency of this sort 
could ever have prevailed on the Athenian public to 
desecrate such a festival as the Apaturia by all the 
insignia of mourning. If they did so, it could only 
have been through some internal emotion alike 
spontaneous and violent, such as the late event 
was well-calculated to arouse. 

Moreover, what can be more improbable than the 
allegation that a great number of men were hired to 
personate the fathers or brothers of deceased Athe- 
nian citizens, all well-known to their really surviving 
kinsmen ? What more improbable than the story 
that numbers of men would suffer themselves to be 
hired, not merely to put on black clothes for the day, 
which might be taken off in the evening—but also 
to shave their heads, thus stamping upon them- 
selves an ineffaceable evidence of the fraud, until 
the hair had grown again? ‘That a cunning man, 
like Theramenés, should thus distribute his bribes 
to a number of persons, all presenting naked heads 
which testified his guilt, when there were real kins- 
men surviving to prove the fact of personation ? 
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That having done this, he should never be arraigned 
or accused for it afterwards,—neither during the 
prodigious reaction of feeling which took place after 
the condemnation of the generals, which Xenophon 
himself so strongly attests, and which fell so heavily 
upon Kallixenus and others—nor by his bitter enemy 
Kritias under the government of the Thirty ? Not 
only Theramenés is never mentioned as having been 
afterwards accused, but for aught that appears, he 
preserved his political influence and standing, with 
little, if any, abatement. ‘This is one forcible reason 
among many others, for disbelieving the bribes and 
the all-pervading machinations which Xenophon 
represents him as having put forth, in order to pro- 
cure the condemnation of the generals. His speaking 
in the first public assembly, and his numerous par- 
tisans voting in the second, doubtless contributed 
much to that result—and by his own desire. But 
to ascribe to his bribes and intrigues the violent and 
overruling emotion of the Athenian public, is, in my 
judgement, a supposition alike unnatural and pre- 
posterous both with regard to them and with regard 
to him. 
Proposition | When the senate met, after the Apaturia, to dis- 
οἵ ΚΑΊ χες charge the duty confided to it by the last public as- 
against the ΒΘΙΩΔΌΪΥ, of determining in what manner the generals 
genet Should be judged, and submitting their opinion for 
andsub- the consideration of the next assembly—the senator 
the public Kallixenus (at the instigation of ‘Theramenés, if 
ansembly. Xenophon is to be believed) proposed, and the ma- 
jority of the senate adopted, the following resolution: 
‘* The Athenian people, having already heard in the 
previous assembly, both the accusation and the de- 
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fence of the generals, shall at once come to a vote 
on the subject by tribes. For each tribe two urns 
shall be placed, and the herald of each tribe shall 
proclaim—All citizens who think the generals guilty 
for not having rescued the warriors who had con- 
quered in the battle, shall drop their pebbles into 
the foremost urn; all who think otherwise, into the 
hindmost. Should the generals be pronounced 
guilty, (by the result of the voting,) they shall be 
delivered to the Eleven, and punished with death ; 
their property shall be confiscated, the tenth part 


being set apart for the goddess Athéné!.” One sin- 


gle vote was to embrace the case of all the eight 
generals 2, 

The unparalleled burst of mournful and vindic- 
tive feeling at the festival of the Apaturia, extending 
by contagion from the relatives of the deceased to 
many other citizens—and the probability thus cre- 
ated that the coming assembly would sanction the 
most violent measures against the generals—pro- 
bably emboldened Kallixenus to propose, and 
prompted the senate to adopt, this deplorable reso- 
lution. As soon as the assembly met, it was read 
and moved by Kallixenus himself, as coming from 
the senate in discharge of the commission imposed 
upon them by the people. 

It was heard by a large portion of the assembly 
with well-merited indignation. Its enormity con- 
sisted in breaking through the established consti- 
tutional maxims and judicial practices of the Athe- 
nian democracy. It deprived the accused generals 
of all fair trial, alleging, with a mere faint pretence 
of truth which was little better than utter false- 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 8, 9. 3 Xenoph. Hellen, i. 7, 34. 
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hood, that their defence as well as their accusa- 
tion had been heard in the preceding assembly. 
Now there has been no people, ancient or modern, 
in whose view the formalities of judicial trial were 
habitually more sacred and indispensable than in 
that of the Athenians—formalities including ample 
notice beforehand to the accused party, with a 
measured and sufficient space of time for him to 
make his defence before the Dikasts; while those 
Dikasts were men who had been sworn beforehand 
as a body, yet were selected by lot for each occasion 
as individuals. From all these securities the gene- 
rals were now to be debarred, and submitted, for 
their lives, honours, and fortunes, to a simple vote 
of the unsworn public assembly, without hearing or 
defence. Nor was this all. One single vote was 
to be taken in condemnation or absolution of the 
eight generals collectively. Now there was a rule 
in Attic judicial procedure, called the psephism of 
Kannénus (originally adopted, we do not know 
when, on the proposition of a citizen of that name, 
as a psephism or decree for some particular case— 
but since generalized into common practice, and 
grown into great prescriptive reverence), which 
peremptorily forbade any such collective trial or 
sentence, and directed that a separate judicial vote 
should in all cases be taken for or against each ac- 
cused party. The psephism of Kanndénus, together 
with all the other respected maxims of Athenian 
criminal justice, was here audaciously trampled 
under foot’. 


1 I cannot concur with the opinion expressed by Dr. Thirlwall in 
Appendix III. vol. iv. p. 501 of his History—on the subject of the 
peephism of Kanndnus. The view which I give in the text coincides 
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As soon as the resolution was read in the public 
assembly, Euryptolemus, an intimate friend of the 


with that of the expositors generally, from whom Dr. Thirlwall 
dissents. 

The psephism of Kannénus was the only enactment at Athens which 
made it illegal to vote upon the case of two accused persons at once. 
This had now grown into a practice in the judicial proceedings at 
Athens; so that two or more prisoners, who were ostensibly tried under 
some other law, and not under the psephism of Kanndénus with its 
various provisions, would yet have the benefit of this its particular pro- 
vision—viz. severance of trial. 

In the particular case before us, Euryptolemus was thrown back to 
appeal to the psephism itself; which the senate, by a proposition un- 
heard-of at Athens, proposed to contravene. The proposition of the 
senate offended against the law in several different ways. It deprived 
the generals of trial before a sworn dikastery; it also deprived them of 
the liberty of full defence during a measured time: but farther, it pre- 
scribed that they should all be condemned or absolved by one and the 
same vote, and in this last respect it sinned against the psephism of 
Kannénus. Euryptolemus in his speech, endeavouring to persuade an 
exasperated assembly to reject the proposition of the senate and adopt 
the psephism of Kannoénus as the basis of the trial, very prudently 
dwells upon the severe provisions of the psephism, and artfully slurs 
over what he principally aims at, the severance of the trials, by offering 
his relative Periklés to be tried first. The words δίχα ἕκαστον (sect. 37) 
appear to me to be naturally construed with κατὰ τὸ Καννώνου ψήφισμα, 
as they are by most commentators, though Dr. Thirlwall dissents from it, 
It is certain that this was the capital feature of illegality, among many, 
which the proposition of the senate prescnted—I mean the judging and 
condemning all the generals by one vote. It was upon this point that 
the amendment of Euryptolemus was taken, and that the obstinate resist- 
ance of Sokratés turned (Plato, Apol. 20; Xenoph. Memor. i. 1, 18). 

Farther, Dr. Thirlwall, in assigning what he believes to have been 
the real tenor of the psephism of Kannénus, appears to me to have 
been misled by the Scholiast in his interpretation of the much-discussed 
passage of Aristophanes, Ekklezias. 1089 :— 

Τουτὶ τὸ πρᾶγμα κατὰ τὸ Καννώνου σαφῶς 

Ψήφισμα, βινεῖν δεῖ με διαλελημμένον, 

Πῶς οὖν δικωπεῖν ἀμφοτέρας δυνήσομαι ; 
Upon which Dr. Thirlwall observes—“ that the young man is com- 
paning his plight to that of a culprit, who, under the decree of Canné- 
‘nus, was placed at the bar held by a person on cach side. In this sense 
the Greek Scholiast, though his words are corrupted, clearly understood 
the passage.” 

I cannot but think that the Scholiast understood the words com- 
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generals, denounced it as grossly illegal and un- 
constitutional—presenting a notice of indictment 
against Kallixenus, under the Graphé Paranomén, 
for having proposed a resolution of that tenor. Se- 
veral other citizens supported the notice of indict- 
ment, which according to the received practice of 
Athens, would arrest the farther progress of the 
measure until the trial of its proposer had been con- 
summated. Nor was there ever any proposition 
made at Athens, to which the Graphé Paranuomdn 
more closely and righteously applied. 

But the numerous partisans of Kallixenus—espe- 
cially the men who stood by in habits of mourning, 
with shaven heads, agitated with sad recollections 
and thirst of vengeance—were in no temper to re- 
spect this constitutional impediment to the discus- 


pletely wrong. The young man in Aristophan¢s does not compare his 
situation with that of the culprit, but with that of the dikastery which 
tried culprits. The psephism of Kannénus directed that each defend- 
ant should be tried separately: accordingly, if it happened that two 
defendants were presented for trial, and were both to be tried without 
a moment’s delay, the dikastery could only effect this object by dividing 
itself into two halves or portions; which was perfectly practicable (whe- 
ther often practised or not), as it was a numerous body. By doing this 
(κρίνειν διαλελημμένον) it could try both the defendants at once; but in 
no other way. 

Now the young man in Aristophanés compares himself to the dika- 
stery thus circumstanced ; which comparison is signified by the pun of 
βινεῖν διαλελημμένον in place of κρίνειν διαλελημμένον. 116 is assailed 
by two obtrusive and importunate customers, neither of whom will wait 
until the other has been served. Accordingly he says—“ Clearly I ought 
to be divided into two parts, like a dikastery acting under the psephism 
of Kannénus, to deal with this matter: yet how shall I be able to serve 
both at once ?”’ 

This I conceive to be the proper explanation of the passage in Ari- 
stophanés; and it affords a striking confirmation of the truth of that 
which is generally received as purport of the psephism of Kanndénus. 
The Scholiast appears to me to have puzzled himself, and to have mis- 
led everyone else. 
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sion of what had already been passed by the senate. 
They loudly clamoured that “‘ it was intolerable to see 
a small knot of citizens thus hindering the assembled 
people from doing what theychose: ”’ and one of their 
number, Lykiskus, even went so far as to threaten 
that those who tendered the indictment against 
Kallixenus should be judged by the same vote along 
with the generals, if they would not let the assembly 
proceed to consider and determine on the motion 
just read’. The excited disposition of the large party 
thus congregated, farther inflamed by this menace of 
Lykiskus, was wound up to its highest pitch by va- 
rious other speakers ; especially by one, who stood 
forward and said—‘‘ Athenians, I was myself a 
wrecked man in the battle: I escaped only by get- 
ting upon an empty meal-tub; but my comrades, 
perishing on the wrecks near me, implored me, if I 
should myself be saved, to make known to the 
Athenian people, that their generals had abandoned 
to death warriors who had bravely conquered in be- 
half of their country.”” Even in the most tranquil 
state of the public mind, such a communication of 
the last words of these drowning men reported by an 
ear-witness, would have been heard with emotion; 
but under the actual predisposing excitement, it went 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7. Τὸν δὲ Καλλίξενον προσεκαλέσαντο παράνομα 
φάσκοντες ξυγγεγραφέναι, Εὐρνπτόλεμός τε καὶ ἄλλοι τινες" τοῦ δὲ δήμον 
ἔνιοι ταῦτα ἐπήνουν᾽ τὸ δὲ πλῆθος ἐβόα, δεινὸν εἶναι, εἰ μή τις ἐάσει 
τὸν δῆμον πράττειν, ὃ ἂν βούληται. Καὶ ἐπὶ τούτοις εἰπόντος Λυ- 
κίσκου, καὶ τούτους τῇ αὐτῇ ψήφῳ κρίνεσθαι, ἧπερ καὶ τοὺς στρατηγοὺς, 
ἐὰν μὴ ἀφῶσι τὴν ἐκκλησίαν, ἐπεθορύβησε πάλιν ὁ δῆμος, καὶ nvay- 
κάσθησαν ἀφιέναι τὰς κλήσεις. 

All this violence is directed to the special object of getting the pro- 
position discussed and decided on by the assembly, in spite of consti- 
tutional obstacles. 
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to the inmost depth of the hearers’ souls, and marked 
the generals as doomed men!. Doubtless there were 
other similar statements, not expressly mentioned 
to us, bringing to view the same fact in other ways, 
and all contributing to aggravate the violence of the 
public manifestations ; which at length reached such 
a point, that Euryptolemus was forced to withdraw 
his notice of indictment against Kallixenus. 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 11. Παρῆλθε δέ ris ἐς τὴν ἐκκλησίαν φάσκων, 
ἐπὶ τεύχους ἀλφίτων σωθῆναι' ἐπιστέλλειν δ᾽ αὐτῷ τοὺς ἀπολλυμένους, 
ἐὰν σωθῇ, ἀπαγγεῖλαι τῷ δήμῳ, ὅτι οἱ στρατηγοὶ οὐκ ἀνείλοντο τοὺς 
ἀρίστους ὑπὲρ τῆς πατρίδος γενομένους. 

I venture to say that there is nothing, in the whole compass of 
ancient oratory, more full of genuine pathos and more profoundly im- 
pressive, than this simple incident and specch; though recounted in 
the most bald manner, by an unfriendly and contemptuous advocate. 

Yet the whole effect of it is lost, because the habit is to dismiss 
everything which goes to inculpate the generals, and to justify the 
vehement emotion of the Athenian public, as if it was mere stage-trick 
and falsehood. Dr. Thirlwall goes even beyond Xenophon when he 
says (p. 119, vol. iv.}—“A man was brought forward, who pretended 
he had been preserved by clinging to a meal-barrel, and that his com- 
rades,” &c. So Mr. Mitford—‘ A man was produced,” &c. (p. 347.) 

Now παρῆλθε does not mean “he was brought forward:” it is a 
common word employed to signify one who comes forward to speak in 
the public assembly (see Thucyd. ui. 44, and the participle παρελθὼν in 
numerous places). 

Next, φάσκων, while it sometimes means pretending, sometimes also 
means simply affirming: Xenophon does not guarantee the matter 
affirmed, but neither does he pronounce it to be false. He uses 
φάσκων in various cases where he himself agrees with the fact affirmed 
(see Hellen. i. 7, 12; Memorab. i. 2, 29; Cyropzd. viii. 3, 41; Plato, 
Ap. Socr. c. 6. p. 21). 

The people of Athens heard and fully believed this deposition; nor 
do I see any reason why an historian of Greece should disbelieve it. 
There is nothing in the assertion of this man which is at all improba- 
ble; nay, more, it is plain that several such incidents must have hap- 
pened. If we take the smallest pains to expand in our imaginations 
the details connected with this painfully interesting crisis at Athens, 
we shall see that numerous stories of the same affecting character must 
have been in circulation—doubtless many false, but many also per- 
fectly true. 
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Now however a new form of resistance sprung 
up, still preventing the proposition from being taken 
into consideration by the assembly. Some of the 
Prytanes—or senators of the presiding tribe, on 
that occasion the tribe Antiochis—the legal presi- 
dents of the assembly, refused to entertain or put 
the question ; which, being illegal and unconstitu- 
tional, not only inspired them with aversion, but 
also rendered them personally open to penalties. 
Kallixenus employed against them the same menaces 
which Lykiskus had uttered against Euryptolemus : 
he threatened, amidst encouraging clamour from 
many persons in the assembly, to include them in 
the same accusation with the generals. So intimi- 
dated were the Prytanes by the incensed manifes- 
tations of the assembly, that all of them, except one, 
relinquished their opposition, and agreed to put the 
question. The single obstinate Prytanis, whose re- 
fusal no menace could subdue, was a man whose 
name we read with peculiar interest, and in whom 
an impregnable adherence to law and duty was only 
one among many other titles to reverence. It was 
the philosopher Sokratés ; on this trying occasion, 
once throughout a life of seventy years, discharging 
a political office, among the fifty senators taken by 
lot from the tribe Antiochis. Sokratés could not 
be induced to withdraw his protest, so that the ques- 
tion was ultimately put by the remaining Prytanes 
without his concurrence’. It should be observed 

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 14, 15; Plato, Apol. Soer. c. 20; Xenoph. 
Memor. i. 1, 18; iv. 4, 2. 

In the passage of the Memorabilia, Xenophon says that Sokratés was 


Epistatés, or presiding Prytanis for that actual day. In the Hellenica, 
he only reckons him as one among the Prytanes. It can hardly be 
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that his resistance did not imply any opinion as to 
the guilt or innocence of the generals, but applied 
simply to the illegal and unconstitutional propo- 
sition now submitted for determining their fate; a 
proposition, which he must already have opposed 
once before, in his capacity of member of the senate. 
Altered The constitutional impediments having been thus 
the assem- ViOlently overthrown, the question was regularly 
bly when put by the Prytanes to the assembly. At once the 
sion had = clamorous outcry ceased, and those who had raised 
amend- it resumed their behaviour of Athenian citizens— 
moved and patient hearers of speeches and opinions directly 
by Eury- Opposed to their own. Nothing is more deserving 
ptolemus. of notice than this change of demeanour. The 
champions of the men drowned on the wrecks had 
resolved to employ as much force as was required 
to eliminate those preliminary constitutional objec- 
. tions, in themselves indisputable, which precluded 
the discussion. But so soon as the discussion was 
once begun, they were careful not to give to the 
resolution the appearance of being carried by force. 
Euryptolemus, the personal friend of the generals, 
was allowed not only to move an amendment nega- 
tiving the proposition of Kallixenus, but also to 
develope it in a long speech, which Xenophon sets 


before 5}. 
Speech of His speech is one of great skill and judgment in 
Euryptole- reference to the case before him and to the temper 


accounted certain that he was Epistatés—the rather as this same pass- 
age of the Memorabilia is inaccurate on another point: it names nine 
generals as having been condemned, instead of eight. 

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i1.7,16. Mera δὲ ταῦτα, (that is, after the cries 
and threats above recounted) ἀναβὰς Εὐρυπτόλεμος ἔλεξεν ὑπὲρ τῶν 
στρατηγῶν τάδε, &c. 
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of the assembly. Beginning with a gentle censure 
on his friends the generals Periklés and Diomedon, 
for having prevailed on their colleagues to abstain 
from mentioning, in their first official letter, the 
orders given to Theramenés,—he represented them 
as now in danger of becoming victims to the base 
conspiracy of the latter, and threw himself upon the 
Justice of the people to grant them a fair trial. He 
besought the people to take full time to instruct 
themselves before they pronounced so solemn and 
irrevocable a sentence—to trust only to their own 
judgment, but at the same time to take security that 
judgment should be pronounced after full informa- 
tion and impartial hearing—and thus to escape that 
bitter and unavailing remorse which would otherwise 
surely follow. He proposed that the generals should 
be tried each separately, according to the psephism 
of Kannénus—with proper notice, and ample time 
allowed for the defence as well as for the accusa- 
tion ; but that if found guilty, they should suffer 
the heaviest and most disgraceful penalties—his 
own relation Periklés the first. This was the only 
way of striking the guilty, of saving the innocent, 
and of preserving Athens from the ingratitude and 
impiety of condemning to death, without trial as 
well as contrary to law, generals who had just ren- 
dered to her so important a service. And what 
could the people be afraid of? Did they fear lest 
the power of trial should slip out of their hands,— 
that they were so impatient to leap over all the de- 
lays prescribed by the law'? To the worst of public 


1 It is this accusation of “reckless hurry”’ (προπέτεια) whic Pausa- 
VOL. VIII. T 
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traitors, Aristarchus, they had granted a day with 
full notice for trial, with all the legal means for 
making his defence: and would they now show such 
flagrant contrariety of measure to victorious and 
faithful officers? ‘‘ Be not ye (he said) the men to 
act thus, Athenians. The laws are your own work ; 
it is through them that ye chiefly hold your great- 
ness: cherish them, and attempt not any proceed- 
ing without their sanction'.” 

Euryptolemus then shortly recapitulated the pro- 
ceedings after the battle, with the violence of the 
storm which had prevented approach to the wrecks ; 
adding that one of the generals, now in peril, had 
himself been on board a broken ship, and had only 
escaped by a fortunate accident®. Gaining courage 
from his own harangue, he concluded by reminding 
the Athenians of the brilliancy of the victory, and 
by telling them that they ought in justice to wreath 
the brows of the conquerors, instead of following 
those wicked advisers who pressed for their exe- 
cution’®. 

It is no small proof of the force of established 
habits of public discussion, that the men in mourn- 
ing and with shaven lreads who had been a few mi- 
nutes before in a state of furious excitement, should 


nias brings against the Athenians in reference to their behaviour towards 
the six generals (vi. 7, 2). 

! Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 30. Μὴ ὑμεῖς ye, ὦ ᾿Αθηναῖοι ἀλλ᾽ ἑαυτῶν 
ὄντας τοὺς νόμους, δ᾽ obs μάλιστα μέγιστοί ἐστε, φυλάττοντες, dvev 
τουτῶν μηδὲν πράττειν πειρᾶσθε. 

2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 35. τούτων δὲ μάρτυρες οἱ σωθέντες ἀπὸ τοῦ 
αὐτομάτου, ὧν εἷς τῶν ὑμετέρων στρατηγῶν ἐπὶ καταδύσης νεῶς σω- 
θεὶς, &c. 

8 The speech is contained in Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 16—36. 
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patiently hear out a speech so effective and so con- 
flicting with their strongest sentiments as this of 
Euryptolemus. Perhaps others may have spoken 
also; but Xenophon does not mentionthem. It is 
remarkable that he does not name Theramenés as 
taking any part in this last debate. 

The substantive amendment proposed by Eury- 
ptolemus was, that the generals should be tried each 
separately, according to the psephism of Kanndénus ; 
implying notice to be given to each, of the day of 
trial, and full time for each to defend himself. This 
proposition, as well as that of the senate moved by 
Kallixenus, was submitted to the vote of the as- 
sembly ; hands being separately held up, first for 
one, next for the other. The Prytanes pronounced 
the amendment of Euryptolemus to be carried. But 
a citizen named Meneklés impeached their decision 
as wrong or invalid, alleging seemingly some in- 
formality or trick in putting the question, or perhaps 
erroneous report of the comparative show of hands. 
We must recollect that in this case the Prytanes 
were declared partisans. Feeling that they were 
doing wrong in suffering so illegal a proposition as 
that of Kallixenus to be put at all, and that the 
adoption of it would be a great public mischief, 
they would hardly scruple to try and defeat it even 
by some unfair manceuvre. But the exception taken 
by Meneklés constrained them to put the question 
over again, and they were then obliged to pronounce 
that the majority was in favour of the proposition of 
Kallixenus’. 


' Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 38. Τούτων δὲ διαχειροτονουμένων, τὸ μὲν 
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That proposition was shortly afterwards carried 
into effect by disposing the two urns for each tribe, 
and collecting the votes of the citizens individually. 
The condemnatory vote prevailed, and all the eight 
generals were thus found guilty ; whether by a large 
or a small majority, we should have been glad to 
learn, but are not told. The majority was com- 


πρῶτον ἔκριναν τὴν Εὐρυπτολέμου ὑπομοσαμένου δὲ Μενεκλέους, καὶ 
πάλιν διαχειροτονίας γενομένης, ἔκριναν τὴν τῆς βουλῆς. 

I cannot think that the explanations of this passage given either by 
Schémann (De Comitiis Athen. part ii. 1. p. 160 seg.) or by Meier and 
Schémann (Der Attische Prozess, Ὁ. iii. p. 295; b. iv. p. 696) are satis- 
factory. The idea of Schémann, that in consequence of the unconquer- 
able resistance of Sokratés, the voting upon this question was postponed 
until the next day, appears to me completely inconsistent with the ac- 
count of Xenophon; and, though countenanced by a passage in the 
Pseudo-Platonic dialogue called Axiochus (c. 12), altogether loose and 
untrustworthy. It is plain to me that the question was put without So- 
kratés, and could be legally put by the remaining Prytanes, in spite of 
his resistance. The word ὑπομοσία must doubtless bear a meaning 
somewhat different here to its technical sense before the dikastery ; and 
different also, I think, to the other sense which Meier and Schomann 
ascribe to it, of a formal engagement to prefer at some future time an 
indictment or γραφὴ παρανόμων, It seems to me here to denote, an 
objection taken on formal grounds, and sustained by oath either tendered 
or actually taken, to the decision of the Prytanes or presidents. These 
latter had to declare on which side the show of hands in the assembly 
preponderated : but there surely must have been some power of calling 
in question their decision, if they declared falsely, or if they put the 
question in a treacherous, perplexing, or obscure manner. The Athe- 
nian assembly did not admit of an appeal to a division, like the Spar- 
tan assembly or like the English House of Commons; though there 
were many cases in which the votes at Athens were taken by pebbles in 
an urn, and not by show of hands. 

Now it seems to me that Meneklés here exercised the privilege of 
calling in question the decision of the Prytanes, and constraining them 
to take the vote over again. He may have alleged that they did not 
make it clearly understood which of the two propositions was to be put 
to the vote first—that they put the proposition of Kallixenus first, 
without giving due notice—vur perhaps that they misreported the num- 


bers. By what followed, we see that he had good grounds for his 
objection. 
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posed mostly of those who acted under a feeling of 
genuine resentment against the generals, but in part 
also of the friends and partisans of Theramenés’, not 
inconsiderable in number. The six generals then 
at Athens—Periklés (son of the great statesman of 
that name by Aspasia), Diomedon, Erasinidés, Thra- 
syllus, Lysias, and Aristokratés—were then delivered 
to the Eleven, and perished by the usual draught of 
hemlock ; their property being confiscated, as the 
decree of the senate prescribed. 

Respecting the condemnation of these unfortu- 
nate men, pronounced without any of the recognised 
tutelary preliminaries for accused persons, there can 
be only one opinion. It was an act of violent injus- 
tice and illegality, deeply dishonouring the men who 
passed it, and the Athenian character generally. In 
either case, whether the generals were guilty or in- 
nocent, this censure is deserved—for Judicial precau- 
tions are not less essential in dealing with the guilty 
than with the innocent. But it is deserved in an ag- 
gravated form, when we considerthat the men against 
whom such injustice was perpetrated, had just come 


? Diodor. xiii. 101. In regard to these two component elements of 
the majority, I doubt not that the statement of Diodorus is correct. 
But he represents, quite erroneously, that the generals were condemned 
by the vote of the assembly, and led off from the assembly to execution. 
The assembly only decreed that the subsequent urn-voting should take 
place, the result of which was necessarily uncertain beforehand. Ac- 
cordingly the specch which Diodorus represents Diomedon to have 
made in the assembly, after the vote of the assembly had been declared, 
cannot be true history :—‘‘ Athenians, I wish that the vote which you 
have just passed may prove beneficial to the city. Do you take care to 
fulfill those vows to Zeus Soter, Apollo, and the Venerable Goddesses, 
under which we gained our victory, since fortune has prevented us 
from fulfillag them ourselves.’’ It is impossible that Diomedon can 
have made a speech of this nature, since he was not then a condemned 
man; and after the condemnatory vote, no assembly was held. 


Injustice of 
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from achieving a glorious victory. Against the de- 
mocratical constitution of Athens, it furnishes no 
ground for censure—nor against the habits and feel- 
ings which that constitution tended to implant in 
the individual citizen. Both the one and the other 
strenuously forbade the deed: nor could the Athe- 
nians ever have so dishonoured themselves, if they 
had not, under a momentary ferocious excitement, 
risen in insurrection not less against the forms of 
their own democracy, than against the most sacred 
restraints of their habitual constitutional morality. 

If we wanted proof of this, the facts of the im- 
mediate future would abundantly supply it. After 
a short time had elapsed, every man in Athens 


sgtace. became heartily ashamed of the deed’. A vote of 


the public assembly was passed?, decreeing that 
those who had misguided the people on this occasion 
ought to be brought to judicial trial, that Kallixenus 
with four others should be among the number, and 
that bail should be taken for their appearance. This 
was accordingly done, and the parties were kept 
under custody of the sureties themselves, who were 
responsible for their appearance on the day of trial. 
But presently both foreign misfortunes and internal 
sedition began to press too heavily on Athens to 
leave any room for other thoughts, as we shall see 
in the next chapter. Kallixenus and his accomplices 


1 I translate here literally the language of Sokratés in his Defence 
(Plato, Apol. c. 20)---παρανόμως, ὡς ἐν τῷ ὑστέρῳ χρόνῳ πᾶσιν ὑμῖν 
ἔδοξε. 

2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 39. This vote of the public assembly was 
known at Athens by the name of Probolé. The assembled people dis- 
charged on this occasion an ante-judicial function, something like that 
of a Grand Jury. 
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found means to escape, before the day of trial ar- 
rived, and remained in exile until after the dominion 
of the Thirty and the restoration of the democracy. 
Kallixenus then returned under the general amnesty. 
But the general amnesty protected him only against 
legal pursuit, not against the hostile memory of the 
people. ‘‘ Detested by all, he died of hunger ”’— 
says Xenophon’ ; a memorable proof how much the 
condemnation of these six generals shocked the 
standing democratical sentiment at Athens. 


From what cause did this temporary burst of Causes of 


wrong arise, so foreign to the habitual character of 
the people? Even under the strongest political pro- 
vocation, and towards the most hated traitors, (as 
Euryptolemus himself remarked by citing the case 
of Aristarchus,) after the Four Hundred as well as 
after the Thirty, the Athenians never committed the 
like wrong—never deprived an accused party of the 
customary judicial securities. How then came they 
to do it here, where the generals condemned were 
not only not traitors, but had just signalized them- 
selves by a victorious combat? No Theramenés 
could have brought about this phenomenon; no 
deep-laid oligarchical plot is, in my judgment, to be 
called in as an explanation*®. The true explanation 
is different, and of serious moment to state. Politi- 
cal hatred, intense as it might be, was never disso- 
ciated, in the mind of a citizen of Athens, from the 
democratical forms of procedure: but the men, who 
stood out here as actors, had broken loose from the 
obligations of citizenship and commonwealth, and 
' Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 40. μισούμενος ὑπὸ πάντων, λίμῳ ἀπέθανεν. 


3 This is the supposition of Sievers, Forchhammer, and some other 
learned men; but, in my opinion, it is neither proved nor probable. 


the popular 
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surrendered themselves, heart and soul, to the family 
sympathies and antipathies ; feelings, first kindled, 
and justly kindled, by the thought that their friends 
and relatives had been left to perish unheeded on 
the wrecks—next, inflamed into preternatural and 
overwhelming violence by the festival of the Apa- 
turia, where all the religious traditions connected 
with the ancient family tie, all those associations 
which imposed upon the relatives of a murdered man 
the duty of pursuing the murderer, were expanded 
into detail and worked up by their appropriate re- 
novating solemnity. The garb of mourning and 
the shaving of the head—phznomena unknown at 
Athens either in a political assembly or in a religious 
festival—were symbols of temporary transformation 
in the internal man. He could think of nothing but 
his drowning relatives, together with the generals 
as having abandoned them to death, and his own 
duty as survivor to ensure to them vengeance and 
Satisfaction for such abandonment. Under this 
self-justifying impulse, the shortest and surest pro- 
ceeding appeared the best, whatever amount of po- 
litical wrong it might entail!: nay, in this case it 
appeared the only proceeding really sure, since the 
interposition of the proper judicial delays, coupled 

1 If Thucydidés had lived to continue his history so far down as to 
include this memorable event, he would have found occasion to notice 
τὸ ξυγγενὲς (kinship) as being not less capable of ἀπροφάσιστος τόλμα 
(unscrupulous daring) than τὸ éracpixdy (faction). In his reflections on 
the Korkyrecan disturbances (iii. 82) he is led to dwell chiefly on the 
latter—the antipathies of faction, of narrow political brotherhood or 
conspiracy for the attainment and maintenance of power—as most 
powerful in gencrating evil deeds: had he described the proceedings 
after the battle of Arginuss, he would have scen that the sentiment of 


kinship, looked at on its antipathetic or vindictive side, is pregnant 
with the like tendencies. 
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with severance of trial on successive days according 
to the psephism of Kannénus, would probably have 
saved the lives of five out of the six generals, if not 
of all the six. When we reflect that such absorbing 
sentiment was common, at one and the same time, 
to a large proportion of the Athenians, we shall see 
the explanation of that misguided vote, both of the 
Senate and of the Ekklesia, which sent the six gene- 
rals to an illegal ballot—and of the subsequent ballot 
which condemned them. Such is the natural be- 
haviour of those who, having for the moment forgot- 
ten their sense of political commonwealth, become 
degraded into exclusive family-men. The family 
affections, productive as they are of so large an 
amount of gentle sympathy and mutual happiness 
in the interior circle, are also liable to generate dis- 
regard, malice, sometimes even ferocious vengeance, 
towards others. Powerful towards good generally, 
they are not less powerful occasionally towards evil ; 
and require, not less than the selfish propensities, 
constant subordinating control from that moral rea- 
son which contemplates for its end the security and 
happiness of all. And when a man, either from low 
civilization, has never known this large moral reason 
—or when from some accidental stimulus, righte- 
ous in the origin, but wrought up into fanaticism by 
the conspiring force of religious as well as family 
sympathies, he comes to place his pride and virtue 
in discarding its supremacy—there is scarcely anv 
amount of evil or injustice which he may not be led 
to perpetrate, by a blind obedience to the narrow 
instincts of relationship. ‘‘ Ces péres de famille sont 
capables de tout ’—was’ the satirical remark of 


Generale— 
not inno- 
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Talleyrand upon the gross public jobbing so largely 
practised by those who sought place or promotion 
for their sons. The same words, understood in a 
far more awful sense and generalized for other cases 
of relationship, sum up the moral of this melancholy 
proceeding at Athens. 

Lastly, it must never be forgotten that the gene- 
rals themselves were also largely responsible in the 
case. Through the unjustifiable fury of the move- 
ment against them, they perished like innocent men 
—without trial—‘‘ inauditi et indefensi, tamquam 
innocentes, perierunt ;’’ but it does not follow that 
they were really innocent. I feel persuaded that 
neither with an English, nor French, nor American 
fleet, could such events have taken place as those 
which followed the victory of Arginuse. Neither 
admiral nor seamen, after gaining a victory and 
driving off the enemy, could have endured the 
thoughts of going back to their anchorage, leaving 
their own disabled wrecks unmanageable on the 
waters, with many living comrades aboard, helpless, 
and depending upon extraneous succour for all 
their chance of escape. That the generals at Argi- 
nuse did this, stands confest by their own advocate 
Euryptolemus', though they must have known well 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 31. Ἐπειδὴ yap κρατήσαντες τῇ vav- 
paxia πρὸς τὴν γῆν κατέπλευσαν, Διομέδων μὲν ἐκέλευεν, ἀναχθέν- 
τας ἐπὶ κέρως ἅπαντας ἀναιρεῖσθαι τὰ ναυάγια καὶ τοὺς ναναγοὺς, Ἔρασι- 
νίδης δὲ, ἐπὶ τοὺς ἐς Μιτυλήνην πολεμίους τὴν ταχίστην πλεῖν ἅπαντας" 
Θράσυλλος δ᾽ ἀμφότερα ἔφη γενέσθαι, ἂν τὰς μὲν αὐτοῦ καταλίπωσι, ταῖς 
δὲ ἐπὶ τοὺς πολεμίους πλέωσι καὶ δοξάντων τούτων, &c. 

I remarked a few pages before, that the case of Erasinidés stood in 
some measure apart from that of the other generals. He proposed, 
according to this speech of Euryptolemus, that all the ficet should at 
once go again to Mityléné; which would of course have left the men on 
the wrecks to their fate. 
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the condition of disabled ships after a naval combat, 
and some ships even of the victorious fleet were 
sure to be disabled. If these generals, after their 
victory, instead of sailing back to land, had em- 
ployed themselves first of allin visiting the crippled 
ships, there would have been ample time to perform 
this duty, and to save all the living men aboard, 
before the storm came on. This is the natural in- 
ference, even upon their own showing ; this is what 
any English, French, or American naval commander 
would have thought it an imperative duty to do. 
What degree of blame is imputable to Theramenés, 
and how far the generals were discharged by shift- 
ing the responsibility to him, is a point which we 
cannot now determine. But the storm, which is 
appealed to as a justification of both, rests upon 
evidence too questionable to serve that purpose, 
where the neglect of duty was so serious, and cost 
the lives probably of more than 1000 brave men. 
At least, the Athenian people at home, when they 
heard the criminations and recriminations between 
the generals on one side and Theramenés on the 
other—each of them in his character of accuser im- 
plying that the storm was no valid obstacle, though 
each, if pushed for a defence, fell back upon it as a 
resource in case of need—the Athenian people could 
not but look upon the storm more as an afterthought 
to excuse previousomissions, than as aterrible reality 
nullifying all the ardour and resolution of men bent 
on doing their duty. It was in this way that the 
intervention of Theramenés chiefly contributed to 
the destruction of the generals, not by those man- 
ceuvres ascribed to him in Xenophon: he destroyed 
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all belief in the storm as a real and all-covering 
hindrance. The general impression of the public at 
Athens—in my opinion, a natural and unavoidable 
impression—was that there had been most culpable 
negligence in regard to the wrecks, through which 
negligence alone the seamen on board perished. 
This negligence dishonours, more or less, the arma- 
ment at Arginusz as well as the generals: but the 
generals were the persons responsible to the public 
at home, who felt for the fate of the deserted seamen 
more justly as well as more generously than their 
comrades in the fleet. 

In spite, therefore, of the guilty proceeding to 
which a furious exaggeration of this sentiment drove 
the Athenians—in spite of the sympathy which this 
has naturally and justly procured for the condemned 
generals—the verdict of impartial history will pro- 
nounce that the sentiment itself was well-founded, 
and that the generals deserved censure and disgrace. 
The Athenian people might with justice proclaim to 
them—‘‘ Whatever be the grandeur of your victory, 
we can neither rejoice in it ourselves, nor allow you 
to reap honour from it, if we find that you have left 
many hundreds of those who helped in gaining it to 
be drowned on board the wrecks without making 
any effort to save them, when such effort might well 
have proved successful.” 


CHAPTER LXV. 


FROM THE BATTLE OF ARGINUSZ TO THE RESTORA- 
TION OF THE DEMOCRACY AT ATHENS, AFTER THE 
EXPULSION OF THE THIRTY. 


Tae victory of Arginuse gave for the time decisive 
mastery of the Asiatic seas to the Athenian fleet ; 
- and is even said to have so discouraged the Lace- 
dzmonians, as to induce them to send propositions 
of peace to Athens. But this statement is open to 
much doubt, and I think it most probable that no 
such propositions were made!. Great as the victory 


1 The statement rests on the authority of Aristotle, as referred to by 
the Scholiast on the last verse of the Ranz of Aristophanés. And this, 
so far as I know, is the only authority: for when Mr. Fynes Clinton 
(Fast. Hellen. ad ann. 406) says that Eschinés (De Fals. Legat. p. 38. 
c. 24) mentions the overtures of peace—I think that no one who looks 
at that passage will be inclined to found any inference upon it. 

Against it, we may observe— 

1. Xenophon does not mention it. This 15 something, though far from 
being conclusive when standing alone. 

2. Diodorus does not mention it. 

3. The terms alleged to have been proposed by the Lacedsemonians are 
exactly the same as those said to have been proposed by them after 
the death of Mindarus at Kyzikus, viz.— 

To evacuate Dekeleia—and each party to stand as they were. 
Not only the terms are the same—but also the person who stood 
prominent in opposition is in both cases the same—Kleophon. The 
overtures after Arginuss are in fact a second edition of those after 
the battle of Kyzikus. 

Now, the supposition that on two several occasions the Lacedsemo- 
Dians made propositions of peace, and that both are left unnoticed by 
Xenophon—appears to me highly improbable. In reference to the pro- 
positions after the battle of Kyzikus, the testimony of Diodorus out- 
weighed, in my judgment, the silence of Xenophon; but here Diodorus 
is silent also. 

In addition to this, the exact sameness o the two alleged events 
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was, we look in vain for any positive results accru- 
ing to Athens. After an unsuccessful attempt on 
Chios, the victorious fleet went to Samos, where it 
seems to have remained until the following year, 
without any farther movements than were necessary 
for the purpose of procuring money. 

Meanwhile Eteonikus, who collected the remains 
of the defeated Peloponnesian fleet at Chios, being 
left unsupplied with money by Cyrus, found himself 
much straitened, and was compelled to leave the 
seamen unpaid. During the later summer and 
autumn, these men maintained themselves by la- 
bouring for hire on the Chian lands; but when 
winter came, this resource ceased, so that they found 
themselves unable to procure even clothes or shoes. 
In such forlorn condition, many of them entered 
into a conspiracy to assail and plunder the town of 
Chios ; a day was named for the enterprise, and it 
was agreed that the conspirators should know each 
other by wearing a straw or reed. Informed of the 
design, Eteonikus was at the same time intimidated 
by the number of these straw-bearers: he saw that 
if he dealt with the conspirators openly and osten- 
sibly, they might perhaps rush to arms and succeed 
in plundering the town—at any rate a conflict would 
arise in which many of the allies would be slain, 
which would produce the worst effect upon all fu- 
ture operations. Accordingly, resorting to stra- 
tagem, he took with him a guard of fifteen men 


makes me think that the second is only a duplication of the first, and 
that the Scholiast, in citing from Aristotle, mistook the battle of Argi- 
nusz for that of Kyzikus, which latter was by far the more decisive of 
the two. 
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armed with daggers, and marched through the town 
of Chios. Meeting presently one of these straw- 
bearers—a man with a complaint in his eyes, coming 
out of a surgeon’s house—he directed his guards 
to put the man to death on the spot. A crowd 
gathered round, with astonishment as well as sym- 
pathy, and inquired on what ground the man was 
put to death; upon which Eteonikus ordered his 
guards to reply, that it was because he wore a 
straw. The news became diffused, and immediately 
the remaining persons who wore straws became so 
alarmed as to throw their straws away!. 

Eteonikus availed himself of the alarm to demand 
money from the Chians, as a condition of carrying 
away this starving and perilous armament. Having 
obtained from them a month’s pay, he immediately 
put the troops on ship-board, taking pains to en- 
courage them, and make them fancy that he was 
unacquainted with the recent conspiracy. 

The Chians and the other allies of Sparta pre- 
sently assembled at Ephesus to consult, and resolved, 
in conjunction with Cyrus, to despatch envoys to 
the Ephors, requesting that Lysander might be sent 
out a second time as admiral. It was not the habit 
of Sparta ever to send out the same man as admi- 
ral a second time, after his year of service. Never- 
theless the Ephors complied with the request sub- 
stantially—sending out Arakus as admiral, but Ly- 
sander along with him under the title of secretary, 
invested with all the real powers of command. 

Lysander, having reached Ephesus about the 
beginning of s.c. 405, immediately applied himself 

1 Xenoph. Hellen. il. ], 1+4. 
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frrival of , With vigour to renovate both Lacedemonian power 
Ephesuu— and his own influence. The partisans in the various 
partisane— allied cities, whose favour he had assiduously cul- 
tivated during his last year’s command—the clubs 
and factious combinations which he had organized 
and stimulated into a partnership of mutual ambi- 
tion—all hailed his return with exultation. Dis- 
countenanced and kept down by the generous pa- 
triotism of his predecessor Kallikratidas, they now 
sprang into renewed activity, and became zealous in 
aiding Lysander to refit and augment his fleet. Nor 
was Cyrus less hearty in his preference than before. 
On arriving at Ephesus, Lysander went speedily to 
visit him at Sardis, and solicited a renewal of the 
pecuniary aid. The young prince said in reply that 
all the funds which he had received from Susa had 
already been expended, with much more besides; 
in testimony of which he exhibited a specification 
of the sums furnished to each Peloponnesian officer. 
Nevertheless such was his partiality for Lysander, 
that he complied even with the additional demand 
now made, so as to send him away’:satisfied. The 
latter was thus enabled to return to Ephesus in a 
state for restoring the effective condition of his fleet. 
He made good at once all the arrears of pay due to 
the seamen—constituted new trierarchs — sum- 
moned Eteonikus with the fleet from Chios together 
with all the other scattered squadrons—and directed 
that fresh triremes should be immediately put on the 
stocks at Antandrus’. 

In none of the Asiatic towns was the effect of 
Lysander’s second advent felt more violently than 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 10-12. 
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at Milétus. He had there a powerful faction or 
association of friends, who had done their best to 
hamper and annoy Kallikratidas on his first arrival, 
but had been put to silence, and even forced to 
make a show of zeal, by the straightforward re- 
solution of that noble-minded admiral. Eager to 
reimnburse themselves for this humiliation, they now 
formed a conspiracy, with the privity and concur- 
rence of Lysander, to seize the government for them- 
selves. They determined (if Plutarch and Diodorus 
are to be credited) to put down the existing de- 
mocracy, and establish an oligarchy in its place. 
But we cannot believe that there could have existed 
a democracy at Milétus, which had now been for 
five years in dependence upon Sparta and the Per- 
sians jointly. We must rather understand the move- 
ment as a conflict between two oligarchical parties ; 
the friends of Lysander being more thoroughly self- 
seeking and anti-popular than their opponents—and 
perhaps even crying them down, by comparison, as a 
democracy. Lysander lent himself to the scheme— 
fanned the ambition of the conspirators, who were 
at one time disposed to a compromise—and even 
betrayed the government into a false security. by 
promises of support which he never intended to 
fulfill. At the festival of the Dionysia, the con- 
spirators, rising in arms, seized forty of their chief 
opponents in their houses, and three hundred more 
in the market-place ; while the government—con- 
fiding in the promises of Lysander, who affected to 
reprove, but secretly continued instigating, the in- 
surgents—made but a faint resistance. The three 
hundred and forty leaders thus seized, probably men 
VOL. VIII. U 
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who had gone heartily along with Kallikratidas, 
were all put to death; and a still larger number of 
citizens, not less than 1000, fled into exile. Milétus 
thus passed completely into the hands of the friends 
and partisans of Lysander’. 

It would appear that factious movements in other 
towns, less revolting in respect of bloodshed and 
perfidy, yet still of similar character to that of Mi- 
létus, marked the reappearance of Lysander in Asia; 
placing the towns more and more in the hands of his 
partisans. While thus acquiring greater ascendency 
among the allies, Lysander received asummons from 
Cyrus to visit him at Sardis. The young prince 
had just been sent for to come and visit his father 
Darius, who was both old and dangerously ill in 
Media. About to depart for this purpose, he car- 
ried his confidence in Lysander so far as to delegate 
to him the management of his satrapy and his entire 
revenues. Besides his admiration for the superior 
energy and capacity of the Greek character, with 
which he had only recently contracted acquaintance 
—and besides his esteem for the personal disinterest- 
edness of Lysander, attested as it had been by the 
conduct of the latter in the first visit and banquet at 
Sardis—Cyrus was probably induced to this step by 
the fear of raising up to himself a rival, if he trusted 
the like power to any Persian grandee. At the same 
time that he handed over all his tributes and his 
reserved funds to Lysander, he assured him of his 
steady friendship both towards himself and towards 
the Lacedzmonians ; and concluded by entreating 
that he would by no means engage in any general 

' Diodor. xiii. 104; Plutarch, Lysand. c. 8. 
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action with the Athenians, unless at great advantage 
in point ofnumbers. The defeat of Arginuse having 
strengthened his preference for this dilatory policy, 
he promised that not only the Persian treasures, but 
also the Phenician fleet, should be brought into active 
employment for the purpose of crushing Athens’. 
Thus armed with an unprecedented command of 
Persian treasure, and seconded by ascendent fac- 


B.c. 405. 
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tions in all the allied cities, Lysander was more nian feet 
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powerful than any Lacedemonian commander had battle of 
ever been since the commencement of-the war. Orerations 


Having his fleet well-paid, he could keep it united 
and direct it whither he chose without the necessity of 
dispersing it in roving squadrons for the purpose of 
levying money. It is probably from a corresponding 
necessity that we are to explain the inaction of the 
Athenian fleet at Samos: for we hear of no serious 
operations undertaken by it, during the whole year 
following the victory of Arginusz, although under 
the command of an able and energetic man, Konon 
—together with Philoklés and Adeimantus; to whom 
were added, during the spring of 405 B.c., three 
other generals, Tydeus, Menander, and Kephiso- 
dotus. It appears that Theramenés also was put 
up and elected one of the generals, but rejected when 
submitted to the confirmatory examination called 
the Dokimasy*. ‘The fleet comprised 180 triremes, 
rather a greater number than that of Lysander; to 
whom they in vain offered battle near his station at 
Ephesus. Finding him not disposed to a general 
action, they seem to have dispersed to plunder Chios, 


' Xenoph. Flellen. ii. 1, 14; Plutarch, Lysand. c. 9. 
3. Lysias, Orat. xii. cont. Agorat. sect. 13. 
υ 2 
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and various portions of the Asiatic coast; while | 
Lysander, keeping his fleet together, first sailed 
southward from Ephesus—stormed and plundered a 
semi-Hellenic town in the Kerameikan Gulf, named 
Kedreiz, which was in alliance with Athens—and 
thence proceeded to Rhodes'. He was even bold 
enough to make an excursion across the ASgean to 
the coast of ASgina and Attica, where he had an 
interview with Agis, who came from Dekeleia to the 
sea-coast*, The Athenians were preparing to follow 
him thither when they learnt that he had recrossed 
the ASgean, and he soon afterwards appeared with 
all his fleet at the Hellespont, which important pass 
they had left unguarded. Lysander went straight to 
Abydos, still the great Peloponnesian station in the 
strait, occupied by Thorax as harmost with a land- 
force ; and immediately proceeded to attack, both by 
sea and land, the neighbouring town of Lampsakus, 
which was taken by storm. It was wealthy in every 
way, and abundantly stocked with bread and wine, 
so that the soldiers obtained a large booty; but 
Lysander left the free inhabitants untouched’. 

The Athenian fleet seems to have been employed 
in plundering Chios when it received news that the 
Lacedzemonian commander was at the Hellespont 
engaged in the siege of Lampsakus. Either from the 
want of money, or from other causes which we do not 


_ understand, Konon and his colleagues were partly 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 15, 16. 

? This flying visit of Lysander across the Egean to the coasts of 
Attica and HXgina is not noticed by Xenophon, but it appears both in 
Diodorus and in Plutarch (Diodor. xiii. 104; Plutarch, Lysand. c. 9). 

> Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 18, 19; Diodor. xiii. 104; Plutarch, Ly- 
sand. c. 9. 
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. Inactive, partly behindhand with Lvsander, through- 
out allthis summer. They now followed him to the 
Hellespont, sailing out on the sea-side of Chios and 
Lesbos, away from the Asiatic coast, which was all 
unfriendly to them. They reached Eleus, at the 
southern extremity of the Chersonese, with their 
powerful fleet of 180 triremes, just in time to hear, 
while at their morning meal, that Lysander was 
already master of Lampsakus ; upon which they im- 
mediately proceeded up the strait to Sestos, and 
from thence, after stopping only to collect a few 
provisions, still farther up—to a place called A5gos- 
potami!. | 
fEgospotami or Goat’s River—a name of fatal 
sound to all subsequent Athenians—was a place 
which had nothing to recommend it except that it 
was directly opposite to Lampsakus, separated by a 
breadth of strait about one mile and three-quarters. 
But it was an open beach, without harbour, without 
good anchorage, without either houses or inhabitants 
or supplies ; so that everything necessary for this 
large army had to be fetched from Sestos, about one 
mile and three-quarters distant even by land, and yet 
more distant by sea, since it was necessary to round a 
headland. Such a station was highly inconvenient 
and dangerous to an ancient naval armament, with- 
out any organized commissariat ; since the seamen, 
being compelled to go to a distance from their ships 
in order to get their meals, were not easily reassem- 
bled. Yet this was the station chosen by the Athe- 
nian generals, with the full design of compelling 
Lysander to fight a battle. But the Lacedemonian 
' Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 20, 21. 
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admiral, who was at Lampsakus in a good harbour, 
with a well-furnished town in his rear and a land- 
force to cooperate, had no intention of accepting 
the challenge of his enemies at the moment which 
suited their convenience. When the Athenians 
sailed across the strait the next morning, they found 
all his ships fully manned,—the men having already 
taken their morning meal,—and ranged in perfect 
order of battle, with the land-force disposed ashore 
to lend assistance ; but with strict orders to await 
attack and not to move forward. Not daring to at- 
tack him in such a position, yet unable to draw him 
out by manceuvring all the day, the Athenians were 
at length obliged to go back to Augospotami. But 
Lysander directed a few swift sailing vessels to follow 
them, nor would he suffer his own men to disem- 
bark until he thus ascertained that their seamen 
had actually dispersed ashore’. 

For four successive days this same scene was 
repeated: the Athenians becoming each day more 
confident in their own superior strength, and more 
full of contempt for the apparent cowardice of the 
enemy. It was in vain that Alkibiadés—who from 
his own private forts in the Chersonese witnessed 
what was passing—rode up to the station and re- 
monstrated with the generals on the exposed cof- 
dition of the fleet on this open shore ; urgently ad- 
vising them to move round to Sestos, where they 
would be both close to their own supplies and safe 
from attack, as Lysander was at Lampsakus—and 
from whence they could go forth to fight whenever 


? Xenoph. Hellen. n. 1, 22-24; Plutarch, Lysand. c. 19; Diodor. 
xin. 105. 
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they chose. But the Athenian generals, especially 
Tydeus and Menander, disregarded his advice, and 
even dismissed him with the insulting taunt, that 
they were now in command, not he’. Continuing 
thus in their exposed position, the Athenian seamen 
on each successive day became more and more care- 
less of their enemy, and rash in dispersing the mo- 
ment they returned back to their own shore. At 
length, on the fifth day, Lysander ordered the scout 
ships, which he sent forth to watch the Athenians 
on their return, to hoist a bright shield as a sig- | 
nal, as soon as they should see the ships at their 
anchorage and the crews ashore in quest of their 
meal. The moment he beheld this welcome signal, 
he gave orders to his entire fleet to row across as 
swiftly as possible from Lampsakus to Augospotami, 
while Thorax marched along the strand with the land- 
force in case of need. Nothing could be more com- 
plete or decisive than the surprise of the Athenian 
fleet. All the triremes were caught at their moor- 
ings ashore, some entirely deserted, others with one 
or at most two of the three tiers of rowers which 


' Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 25; Plutarch, Lysand. c. 10; Plutarch, 
Alkib. c. 36. 

Diodorus (xiii. 105) and Cornelius Nepos (Alcib. c. 8) represent 
Alkibiadés as wishing to be re-admitted to a share in the command of 
the fleet, and as promising, if that were granted, that he would assemble 
a body of Thracians, attack Lysander by land, and compel him to fight 
a battle or retire. Plutarch (Alkib. c. 37) alludes also to promises of 
this sort held out by Alkibiadés. 

Yet it is not likely that Alkibiadés should have talked of anything 
80 obviously impossible. How could he bring a Thracian land-force to 
attack Lysander who was on the opposite side of the Hellespont ? How 
could he carry a land-force across in the face of Lysander’s fleet. 

The representation of Xenophon (followed in my text) is clear and 
intelligible. 
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formed their complement. Out of all the total of 
180, only twelve were found in tolerable order and 
preparation’; the trireme of Konon himself, toge- 
ther with a squadron of seven under his immediate 
orders—and the consecrated ship called Paralus, 
always manned by the éhte of the Athenian sea- 
men, being amongthem. It was in vain that Ko- 
non, on seeing the fleet of Lysander approaching, 
employed his utmost efforts to get his fleet manned 
and in some condition for resistance. The attempt 
was desperate, and the utmost which he could do 
was ‘to escape himself with the small squadron of 
twelve, including the Paralus. All the remaining 
triremes, nearly 170 in number, were captured by 
Lysander on the shore, defenceless, and seemingly 
without the least attempt on the part of any one to 
resist. He landed and made prisoners most of the 
crews ashore, though some of them fled and found 
shelter in the neighbouring forts. This prodigious 
and unparalleled victory was obtained, not merely 
without the loss of a single ship, but almost without 
that of a single man’. 

Of the number of prisoners taken by Lysander— 
which must have been very great, since the total 
crews of 180 triremes were not less than 36,000 
men®—we hear only of 3000 or 4000 native Athe- 

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1,29; Lysias, Orat. xxi. (’AwoA. Swpod.) 8, 12. 

2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 28; Plutarch, Lysand. c. 11; Plutarch, Al- 
kibiad. c. 36; Cornel. Nepos, Lysand. c. 8; Polysn. 1. 45, 2. 

Diodorus (xiii. 106) gives a different representation of this important 


military operation ; far less clear and trustworthy than that of Xeno- 
phon. 


* Xenoph. Hellen. ui. 1, 28. ras δ᾽ ἄλλας πάσας (vais) Λύσανδρος 
ὄλαβε πρὸς τῇ γῆ᾽ τοὺς δὲ πλείστους ἄνδρας ἐν τῇ γῇ ξυνέλεξεν᾽" οἱ δὲ 
καὶ ἔφυγον ἐς τὰ τειχύδρια. 
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nians, though this number cannot represent all the 
native Athenians in the fleet. The Athenian generals 
Philoklés and Adeimantus were certainly taken, and 
seemingly all except Konon. Some of the defeated 
armament took refuge in Sestos, which however 
surrendered with little resistance to the victor. He 
admitted them to capitulation, on condition of their 
going back immediately to Athens, and nowhere 
else ; for he was desirous to multiply as much as 
possible the numbers assembled in that city, know- 
ing well that the city would be the sooner starved out. 
Konon toowas well-aware that to go back to Athens, 
after the ruin of the entire fleet, was to become one 
of the certain prisoners in a doomed city—and to 
meet, besides, the indignation of his fellow-citizens, 
so well deserved by the generals collectively. Ac- 
cordingly he resolved to take shelter with Evagoras, 
prince of Salamis in the island of Cyprus, sending 
the Paralus with some others of the twelve fugitive 
triremes to make known the fatal news at Athens. 
But before he went thither, he crossed the strait— 
with singular daring under the circumstances—to 
Cape Abarnis in the territory of Lampsakus, where 
the great sails of Lysander’s triremes (always taken 
out when a trireme was made ready for fighting) 
lay seemingly unguarded. These sails he took away, 
so as to lessen the enemy’s powers of pursuit, and 
then made the best of his way to Cyprus’. 

On the very day of the victory, Lysander sent 
off the Milesian privateer Theopompus to proclaim 
it at Sparta, who, by a wonderful speed of rowing, 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. u. 1,29; Diodor. xiii. 106: the latter is discord- 
ant, however, on many points. 
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Slaughter arrived there and made it known on the third day 


of the cap- 


tivegene- after starting. The captured ships were towed off 


rals an 
prisoners. 


and the prisoners carried across, to Lampsakus, . 
where a general assembly of the victorious allies was 
convened, to determine in what manner the pri- 
soners should be treated. In this assembly the 
most bitter inculpations were put forth against the 
Athenians, as to the manner in which they had 
recently dealt with their captives. The Athenian 
general Philoklés, having captured a Corinthian 
and Andrian trireme, had put the crews to death by 
hurling them headlong from a precipice. It was 
not difficult, in Grecian warfare, for each of the 
belligerents to cite precedents of cruelty against the 
other; but in this debate some speakers affirmed 
that the Athenians had deliberated what they should 
do with their prisoners, in case they had been vic- 
torious at Asgospotami; and that they had deter- 
mined—chiefly on the motion of Philoklés, but in 
spite of the opposition of Adeimantus—that they 
would cut off the right hands of all who were cap- 
tured. Whatever opinion Philoklés may have ex- 
pressed personally, it is highly improbable that any 
such determination was ever taken by the Athe- 
nians’. In this assembly of the allies, however, 
besides all. that could be said against Athens with 
truth, doubtless the most extravagant falsehoods 
found ready credence. All the Athenian prisoners 
captured at Asgospotami, 3000 or 4000 in number, 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 31. This story is given with variations in 
Plutarch, Lysand. c. 9, and by Cicero de Offic. iii. 11. It is there the 
right thumb which is to be cut off—and the determination is alleged to 
have been taken in reference to the A‘ginetans. 
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were massacred forthwith—Philoklés himself at 


their head!. The latter, taunted by Lysander with . 


his cruel execution of the Corinthian and Andrian 
crews, disdained to return any answer, but placed 
himself in conspicuous vestments at the head of the 
prisoners led out to execution. If we may believe 
Pausanias, even the bodies of the prisoners were left 
unburied. 

Never was a victory more complete in itself, more 
overwhelming in its consequences, or more tho- 
roughly disgraceful to the defeated generals taken 
collectively, than that of AX3gospotami. Whether it 
was In reality very glorious to Lysander, is doubtful; 
for it was the general belief afterwards, not merely 
at Athens, but seemingly in other parts of Greece 
also—that the Athenian fleet was sold to perdition 
by the treason of some of its own commanders. Of 
this suspicion both Konon and Philoklés stand clear. 
Adeimantus was named as the chief traitor, and 
Tydeus along with him®. Konon even preferred an 
accusation against Adeimantus to this effect®, pro- 
bably by letter written home from Cyprus, and 
perhaps by some formal declaration made several 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 32; Pausan. ix. 32,6; Plutarch, Lysand. 
ς. 13. 

2 Xenoph. Hellen. uu. 1,32; Lysias cont. Alkib. A. 8.38; Pausan. iv. 
17, 2; x. 9,5; Isokratés ad Philipp. Or. v. sect. 70. Lysias, in his 
Λόγος ’Emtraguos (s. 58), speaks of the treason, yet not as a matter of 
certainty. 

Cornelius Nepos (Lysand.c. 1; Alcib. 6. 8) notices only the disorder 
of the Athenian armament, not the corruption of the generals, as having 
caused the defeat. Nor does Diodorus notice the corruption (xiii. 105). 

Both these autliors seem to have copied from Theopompus, in de- 
scribing the battle of Aigospotami. His description differs on many 
points from that of Xenophon (Theopomp. Fragm. &, ed. Didot). 

* Demosthen. de Fals. Legat. p. 401. ¢. 57. 
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years afterwards, when he returned to Athens as 
victor from the battle of Knidus. ‘The truth of the 
charge cannot be positively demonstrated, but all 
the circumstances of the battle tend to render it 
probable, as well as the fact that Konon alone among 
all the generals was found in a decent state of pre- 
paration. Indeed we may add, that the utter im- 
potence and inertness of the numerous Athenian 
fleet during the whole summer of 405 B.c., conspire 
to suggest a similar explanation. Nor could Ly- 
sander, master as he was of all the treasures of 
Cyrus, apply any portion of them more efficaciously 
than in corrupting the majority of the six Athenian 
generals, so as to nullify all the energy and ability 
of Konon. 

The great defeat of AXgospotami took place about 
September 405 3.c. It was made known at Pei- 
reus by the Paralus, which arrived there during the 
night, coming straight from the Hellespont. Such 
a moment of distress and agony had never been 
experienced at Athens. The terrible disaster in 
Sicily had become known to the people by degrees, 
without any authorized reporter ; but here was the 
official messenger, fresh from the scene, leaving no 
room to question the magnitude of the disaster or 
the irreparable ruin impending over the city. The 
wailing and cries of woe, first beginning in Peirzus, 
were transmitted by the guards stationed on the 
Long Walls up to the city. ‘‘ On that night (says 
Xenophon) not a man slept; not merely from sor- 
row for the past calamity, but from terror for the 
future fate with which they themselves were now 
menaced, a retribution for what they had themselves 
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inflicted on the Auginetans, Melians, Skionzans, 
and others.” After this night of misery, they met 
in public assembly on the following day, resolving 
to make the best preparations they could for a siege, 
to put the walls in full state of defence, and to block 
up two out of the three ports'. For Athens thus to 
renounce her maritime action, the pride and glory of 
the city ever since the battle of Salamis—and to con- 
fine herself to a defensive attitude within her own 
walls—was a humiliation which left nothing worse 
to be endured except actual famine and surrender. 
Lysander was in no hurry to pass from the Hel- 
lespont to Athens. He knew that no farther corn- 
ships from the Euxine, and few supplies from other 
quarters, could now reach Athens; and that the 
power of the city to hold out against blockade must 
necessarily be very limited; the more limited, the 
greater the numbers accumulated within it. Ac- 
cordingly, he permitted the Athenian garrisons 
which capitulated, to go only to Athens, and no- 
where else*. His first measure was to make him- 
self master of Chalkédon and Byzantium, where he 
placed the Lacedzemonian Sthenelaus as harmost 
with a garrison. Next he passed to Lesbos, where 
he made similar arrangements at Mityléné and other 
cities. In them, as well as in the other cities which 
now came under his power, he constituted an oli- 
garchy of ten native citizens, chosen from among his 
most daring and unscrupulous partisans, and called 
a Dekarchy or Dekadarchy, to govern in conjunc- 
tion with the Lacedemonian harmost. LEteonikus 


' Xenoph. Hellen. u. 2, 3; Diodor. xin. 107. 
3 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 2; Plutarch, Lysand. c. 13. 
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was sent to the Thracian cities which had been in 
dependence on Athens to introduce similar changes. 
In Thasus, however, this change was stained by much 
bloodshed: there was a numerous philo-Athenian 
party whom Lysander caused to be allured out of their 
place of concealment into the temple of Heraklés, 
under the false assurance of an amnesty: when as- 
sembled under this pledge, they were all put to 
death'. Sanguinary proceedings of the like cha- 
racter, many in the presence of Lysander himself, 
together with large expulsions of citizens obnoxious 
to his new dekarchies, signalized everywhere the 
substitution of Spartan for Athenian ascendency*. 
But nowhere, except at Samos, did the citizens or 
the philo-Athenian party in the cities continue any 
open hostility, or resist by force Lysander’s entrance 
and his revolutionary changes. At Samos they still 
held out: the people had too much dread of that 
oligarchy, whom they had expelled in the insurrec- 
tion of 412 B.c., to yield without a farther struggle’. 


1 Cornelius Nepos, Lysand. c.2; Polyen.i.45,4. It would appear 
that this is the same incident which Plutarch (Lysand. c. 19) recounts 
as if the Milesians, not the Thasians, were the parties suffering. It 
cannot well be the Milesians, however—if we compare chapter 8 of Plu- 
tarch’s Life of Lysander. 

3 Plutarch, Lysand. c. 13. πολλαῖς παραγινόμενος αὐτὸς σφαγαῖς καὶ 
συνεκβάλλων τοὺς τῶν φίλων ἐχθροὺς, &e. 

3 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 6. εὐθὺς δὲ καὶ ἡ ἄλλη ᾿Ελλὰς ἀφειστήκει 
᾿Αθηναίων, πλὴν Σαμίων" οὗτοι δὲ, σφαγὰς τῶν γνωρίμων ποιήσαντες, 
κατεῖχον τὴν πόλιν. 

I interpret the words σφαγὰς τῶν γνωρίμων ποιήσαντες to refer to the 
violent revolution at-Samos described in Thucyd. viii. 21—whereby the 
oligarchy were dispossessed and a democratical government established. 
The word σφαγὰς is used by Xenophon (Hellen. v. 4, 14) in a subse- 
quent passage to describe the conspiracy and revolution effected by 
Pelopidas and his friends at Thebes. , It is true that we might rather 
have expected the preterite participle πεποιηκότες than the aorist ποιή- 
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With this single reserve, every city in alliance or 
dependence upon Athens submitted without resist- 
ance both to the supremacy and the subversive 
measures of the Lacedzemonian admiral. 

The Athenian empire was thus annihilated, and 
Athens left altogether alone. What was hardly 
less painful—all her Kleruchs or out-citizens whom 
she had formerly planted in Avgina, Melos and else- 
where throughout the islands, as well as in the Cher- 
sonese, were now deprived of their properties and 
driven home’. The leading philo-Athenians, too, 
at Thasus, Byzantium, and other dependent cities?, 
were forced to abandon their homes in the like state 
of destitution, and to seek shelter at Athens. Every- 
thing thus contributed to aggravate the impoverish- 
ment, and the manifold suffering, physical as well 
as moral, within her walls. Notwithstanding the 


σαντες. But this employment of the aorist participle in a preterite 
sense is not uncommon with Xenophon: see κατηγορήσας, δόξας---ἰ. 1, 
31; yevouevous—i. 7, 11; ii. 2, 20. 

It appears to me highly improbable that the Samians should have 
chosen this occasion to make a fresh massacre of their oligarchical 
citizens, as Mr. Mitford represents. The democratical Samians must 
have been now humbled and intimidated, seeing their subjugation ap- 
proaching; and only determined to hold out by finding themselves al- 
ready so deeply compromised through the former revolution. Nor 
would Lysander have spared them personally afterwards, as we shall 
find that he did when he had them substantially in his power (11. 3, 6), 
if they had now committed any fresh political massacre. 

1 Xenoph. Memorab. ii. 8, 1; ii. 10,4; Xenoph. Sympos. iv. 31. 
Compare Demosthen. cont. Leptin. c. 24. p. 491. 

A great number of new proprietors acquired land in the Chersonese 
through the Lacedzmonian sway, doubtless in place of these dispos- 
sessed Athenians; perhaps by purchase at a low price, but most pro- 
bably by appropriation without purchase (Xenoph. Hellen. iv. 8, 5). 

? Xenoph. Hellen. i. 2,1; Demosthen. cont. Leptin. c. 14. p. 474. 
Ekphantus and the other Thasian exiles received the grant of ἀτέλεια, 
or immunity from the peculiar charges imposed upon metics at Athens. 
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pressure of present calamity, however, and yet worse 
prospects for the future, the Athenians prepared as 
best they could for an honourable resistance. 

It was one of their first measures to provide for 
the restoration of harmony, and to interest all in the 
defence of the city, by removing every sort of dis- 
ability under which individual citizens might now be 
suffering. Accordingly Patrokleidés—having first 
obtained special permission from the people, with- 
out which it would have been unconstitutional to 
make any proposition for abrogating sentences judi- 
cially passed, or releasing debtors regularly inscribed 
in the public registers—submitted a decree such as 
had never been mooted since the period when Athens 
was in a condition equally desperate, during the ad- 
vancing march of Xerxes. All debtors to the state, 
either recent or of long standing—all official persons 
now under investigation by the Logistz or about to 
be brought before the dikastery on the usual accoun- 
tability after office—all persons who were liquidating 
by instalment debts due to the public, or had 
given bail for sums thus owing—all persons who 
had been condemned either to total disfranchise- 
ment, or to some specific disqualification or disabi- 
lity—nay, even all those who, having been either 
members or auxiliaries of the Four Hundred, had 
stood trial afterwards, and had been condemned to 
any one of the above-mentioned penalties—all these 
persons were pardoned and released ; every register 
of the penalty or condemnation being directed to be 
destroyed. From this comprehensive pardon were 
excepted—Those among the Four Hundred who had 
fled from Athens without standing their trial—Those 
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who had been condemned either to exile or to death 
by the Areopagus or any of the other constituted 
tribunals for homicide, or for subversion of the pub- 
lic liberty. Not merely the public registers of all 
the condemnations thus released were ordered to be 
destroyed, but it was forbidden, under severe penal- 
ties, to any private citizen to keep a copy of them, 
or to make any allusion to such misfortunes’. 
Pursuant to the comprehensive amnesty and for- 
giveness adopted by the people in this decree of 
Patrokleidés, the general body of citizens swore to 
each other a solemn pledge of mutual harmony in 
the acropolis*. The reconciliation thus introduced 
enabled them the better to bear up under their dis- 
tress® ; especially as the persons relieved by the 
amnesty were for the most part not men politically 
disaffected, like the exiles. To restore the latter, 
was a measure which no one thought of: indeed a 
large proportion of them had been and were still 
᾿ at Dekeleia, assisting the Lacedemonians in their 
warfare against Athens*. But even the most pru- 
dent internal measures could do little for Athens 
in reference to her capital difficulty—that of pro- 


' This interesting decree or psephiem of Patrokleidés is given at 
length in the Oration of Andokidés de Mysteriis, 5. 76-80—A δ᾽ εἴρη- 
ται ἐξαλεῖψαι, μὴ κεκτήσθαι ἰδίᾳ μηδενὶ ἐξεῖναι, μηδὲ μνησικακῆσαι 
μηδέποτε. 

? Andokid. de Myst. 5. 76. καὶ πίστιν ἀλλήλοις περὶ ὁμονοίας δοῦναι 
ἐν ἀκροπόλει. 

δ᾽ Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 11. τοὺς ἀτίμους ἐπιτίμους ποιήσαντες ἐκαρ- 
τέρουν. 

4 Andokidés de Mysteriis, 5. 80-101; Lysias, Orat. xvii. De Bonis 
Nici Fratr. sect. 9. 

At what particular moment the severe condemnatory decree had been 
passed by the Athenian assembly against the exiles serving with the 
Lacedemonian garrison at Dekeleia—we do not know. The decree is 
mentioned by Lykurgus cont. Leokrat. sect. 122, 123. p. 164. 
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curing subsistence for the numerous population 
within her walls, augmented every day by outlying 
garrisons and citizens. She had long been shut out 
from the produce of Attica by the garrison at De- 
keleia : she obtained nothing from Eubcea, and since 
the late defeat of AZgospotami, nothing from the 
Euxine, from Thrace, or from the islands. Perhaps 
some corn may still have reached her from Cyprus, 
and her small remaining navy did what was possible 
to keep Peirzus supplied’, in spite of the menacing 
prohibitions of Lysander, preceding his arrival to 
block it up effectually ; but to accumulate any stock 
for a siege, was utterly impossible. 

At length, about November 405 8.c., Lysander 
reached the Saronic Gulf, having sent intimation 
beforehand both to Agis and to the Lacedzemonians, 
that he was approaching with a fleet of 200 triremes. 
The full Lacedzemonian and Peloponnesian force (all 
except the Argeians), under King Pausanias, was 
marched into Attica to meet him, and encamped 1n ~ 
the precinct of Académus, at the gates of Athens ; 
while Lysander, first coming to A’gina with his over- 
whelining fleet of 150 sail,—next, ravaging Salamis, 
—blocked up completely the harbour of Peirzeus. 
It was one of his first measures to collect together 
the remnant which he could find of the Asginetan 
and Melian populations, whom Athens had expelled 
and destroyed ; and to restore to them the posses- 
sion of their ancient islands?. 


1 Isokratés adv. Kallimachum, sect. 71: compare Andokidés de Re- 
ditu suo, sect. 21, and Lysias cont. Diogeiton. Or. xxxii. sect. 22, about 
Cyprus and the Chersonese, as ordinary sources of supply of corn to 
Athens. 

2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 9; Diodor. xiii. 107. 
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Though all hope had now fled, the pride, the 
resolution, and the despair of Athens, still enabled 
her citizens to bear up: nor was it until some men 
actually began to die of hunger that they sent pro- 
positions to entreat peace. Even then their propo- 
sitions were not without dignity. They proposed 
to Agis to become allies of Sparta, retaining their 
walls entire and their fortified harbour of Peirzeus. 
Agis referred the envoys to the Ephors at Sparta, 
to whom he at the same time transmitted a state- 
ment of their propositions. But the Ephors did not 
even deign to admit the envoys to an interview, but 
sent messengers to meet them at Sellasia on the 
frontier of Laconia, desiring that they would go 
back and come again prepared with something more 
admissible—and acquainting them at the same time 
that no proposition could be received which did not 
include the demolition of the Long Walls, for a con- 
tinuous length of ten stadia. With this gloomy 
reply the envoys returned. Notwithstanding all the 
suffering in the city, the senate and people would 
not consent even to take such humiliating terms 
into consideration. A senator named Archestratus, 
who advised that they should be accepted, was 
placed in custody, and a general vote was passed’, 
on the proposition of Kleophon, forbidding any such 
motion in future. 

Such a vote demonstrates the courageous patience 
both of the senate and the people ; but unhappily it 
supplied no improved prospects, while the suffering 
within the walls continued to become more and more 
ageravated. Under these circumstances, Thera- 


' Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 12-15; Lysias cont. Agorat. § 10-12. 
x 2 
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menés offered himself to the people to go as envoy 
to Lysander and Sparta, affirming that he should be 
able to detect what the real intention of the Ephors 
was in regard to Athens—whether they really in- 
tended to root out the population and sell them as 
slaves. He pretended farther to possess personal 
influence, founded on circumstances which he could 
not divulge, such as would very probably ensure a 
mitigation of the doom. He was accordingly sent, 
in spite of strong protest from the senate of Areo- 
pagus and others,—but with no express powers to 
conclude—simply to inquire and report. We hear 
with astonishment that he remained more than three 
months as companion of Lysander, who (he alleged) 
had detained him thus long, and had only acquainted 
him, after the fourth month had begun, that no one 
but the Ephors had any power to grant peace. It 
seems to have been the object of Theramenés, by 
this long delay, to wear out the patience of the Athe- 
nians, and to bring them into such a state of into- 
lerable suffering that they would submit to any terms 
of peace which would only bring provisions into the 
town. In this scheme he completely succeeded ; 
and considering how great were the privations of the 
people even at the moment of his departure, it is 
not easy to understand how they could have been 
able to sustain protracted and increasing famine for 
three months longer’. 

We make out little that is distinct respecting these 
last moments of imperial Athens. We find only an 

' Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2,16; Lysias, Orat. xiii. cont. Agorat. sect. 12; 


Lysias, Orat. xii. cont. Eratosthen. sect. 65-71. 


See an illustration of the great suffering during the siege, in Xeno- 
phon, Apolog. Socrat. 5. 18. 
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heroic endurance displayed, to such a point that 
numbers actually died of starvation, without any offer 
to surrender on humiliating conditions'. Amidst 
the general acrimony, and exasperated special anti- 
pathies, arising out of such a state of misery, the 
leading men who stood out most earnestly for pro- 
longed resistance became successively victims to 
the prosecutions of their enemies. The demagogue 
Kleophon was condemned and put to death, on the 
accusation of having evaded his military duty ; the 
senate, whose temper and proceedings he had de- 
nounced, constituting itself a portion of the Dika- 
stery which tried him—contrary both to the forms 
and the spirit of Athenian judicatures*. Such pro- 
ceedings, however, though denounced by orators in 
subsequent years as having contributed to betray the 
city into the hands of the enemy, appear to have 
been without any serious influence on the result, 
which was brought about purely by famine. 

By the time that Theramenés returned after his 
long absence, so terrible had the pressure become 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 15-21 : compare Isokratés, Areopagit. Or. vii. 
sect. 73. 

2 Lysias, Orat. xiii. cont. Agorat. sect. 15, 16, 37; Orat. xxx. cont. 
Nikomach. sect. 13-17. 

This seems the most probable story as to the death of Kleophon, 
though the accounts are not all consistent, and the statement of Xeno- 
phon, especially (Hellen i. 7, 35), is not to be reconciled with Lysias. 
Xenophon conceived Kleophon as having perished earlier than this 
period, in a sedition (στάσεως τινος γενομένης ἐν 7 Κλεοφῶν ἀπέθανε), 
before the flight of Kallixenus from his recognizances. It is scarcely 
possible that Kallixenus could have been still under recognizance, du- 
ring this period of suffering between the battle of :gospotami and the 
capture of Athens. He must have escaped before that battle. Neither 
long detention of an accused party in prison, before trial —nor long 
postponement of trial when he was under recognizance—were at all in 
Athenian habits. 
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that he was sent forth again with instructions to 
conclude peace upon any terms. On reaching Sel- 
lasia, and acquainting the Ephors that he had come 
with unlimited powers for peace, he was permitted 
to come to Sparta, where the assembly of the Pe- 
loponnesian confederacy was convened, to settle on 
what terms peace should be granted. The leading 
allies, especially Corinthians and Thebans, recom- 
mended that no agreement should be entered into, 
nor any farther measure kept, with this hated enemy 
now in their power; but that the name of Athens 
should be rooted out, and the population sold for 
slaves. Many of the other allies seconded the same 
views, which would have probably commanded a 
majority, had it not been for the resolute opposition 
of the Lacedzmonians themselves ; who declared 
unequivocally that they would never consent to an- 
nihilate or enslave a city which had rendered such 
capital service to all Greece at the time of the great 
common danger from the Persians'!. Lysander far- 


1 Xenoph. ellen. u. 2, 19; vi. 5, 35-46; Plutarch, Lysand. c. 15. 

The Thebans, a few years afterwards, when they were soliciting aid 
from the Athenians against Sparta, disavowed this proposition of their 
delegate Erianthus, who had been the leader of the Boeotian contingent 
serving under Lysander at Zyospotami, honoured in that character by 
having his statue erected at Delphi, along with the other allied leaders 
who took part in the battle, and along with Lysander and Eteonikus 
(Pausan. x. 9, 4). 

It is one of the exaggerations so habitual with Isokratés, to serve a 
present purpose, when he says that the Thebans were the only parties, 
among all the Peloponnesian confederates, who gave this harsh anti- 
Athenian vote (Isokratés, Orat. Plataic. Or. xiv. sect. 34). 

Demosthenés says that the Phocians gave their vote in the sam 
synod against the Theban proposition (Demosth. de Fals. Legat. c. 22 
p- 361). 

It seems from Diodor. xv. 64, and Polyzen. i. 45, 5, as well as from 
some passages in Xenophon himsclf, that the motives of the Lacedr- 


Cuap. LXV.) SURRENDER OF ATHENS. 811 


ther calculated on so dealing with Athens, as to 
make her into a dependency, and an instrument of 
increased power, to Sparta apart from her allies. 
Peace was accordingly granted on the following con- 
ditions: That the Long Walls and the fortifications 
of the Peirzeus should be destroyed : That the Athe- 
nians should evacuate all their foreign possessions, 
and confine themselves to their own territory : That 
they should surrender all their ships of war: That 
they should re-admit all their exiles: That they 
should become allies of Sparta, following her leader- 
ship both by sea and land, and recognising the same 
enemies and friends’. 

With this document, written according to Lace- 
dzmonian practice on a Skytalé, (or roll intended 
to go round a stick, of which the Lacedzemonian 
commander had always one, and the Ephors another, 
corresponding,) Theramenés went back to Athens. 
As he entered the city, a miserable crowd flocked 
round him, in distress and terror lest he should have 
failed altogether in his mission. The dead and the 
dying had now become so numerous, that peace at 
any price was a boon: nevertheless, when he an- 
nounced in the assembly the terms of which he was 
bearer, strongly recommending submission to the 
Lacedzmonians as the only course now open—there 
was still a high-spirited minority who entered their 
protest, and preferred death by famine to such in- 
monians in thus resisting the proposition of the Thebans against Athens, 
were founded m policy more than in generosity. | 

1 Xenoph. Hellen. 11. 2, 20; Plutarch, Lysand. c. 14; Diodor. xiii. 
107. Plutarch gives the express words of the Lacedwemonian decree, 
some of which words are very perplexing. The conjecture of G. Her- 


mann—ai χρήδοιτε instead of ἃ χρὴ δόντες —has been adopted into the 
text of Plutarch by Sintenis, though it seems very uncertain. 
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supportable disgrace. The large majority however 
accepted them, and the acceptance was made known 
to Lysander’. 

It was on the 16th day of the Attic month Muny- 
chion? (about the middle or end of March) that this 
victorious commander sailed into the Peirzeus— 
twenty-seven years (almost exactly) after that sur- 
prise of Platea by the Thebans, which opened the 
Peloponnesian war. Along with him came the 
Athenian exiles, several of whom appear to have 
been serving with his army’, and assisting him with 
their counsel. To the population of Athens gene- 
rally, his entry was an immediate relief, in spite of 
the cruel degradation, or indeed political extinction, 
with which it was accompanied. At least it averted 
the sufferings and horrors of famine, and permitted 
a decent interment of the many unhappy victims 
who had already perished. The Lacedemonians, 
both naval and military force, under Lysander and 
Agis, continued in occupation of Athens until the 
conditions of the peace had been fulfilled. All the 
triremes in Peirzeus were carried away by Lysander, 
except twelve, which he permitted the Athenians to 
retain: the Ephors in their Skytalé had left it to 
his discretion what number he would thus allow‘. 
The unfinished ships in the dockyards were burnt, 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. 11. 2,23. Lysias (Orat. xii. cont. Eratosth. s. 71) 
lays the blame of this wretched and humiliating peace upon Theramenés, 
who plainly ought not to be required to bear it : compare Lysias, Orat. 
xiii. cont. Agorat. 5. 12-20. 

? Plutarch, Lysand. c. 15. He says however that this was also the 
day on which the Athenians gained the battle of Salamis. This is in- 
correct: that victory was gained in the month Boedromion. 

8. Xenoph. Hellen. 11. 2, 18. 

4 Xenoph. Hellen. 11. 2, 20-n. 3,8; Plutarch, Lysand. c. 14. He 
gives the contents of the Skytalé verbatim. 
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and the arsenals themselves ruined’. To demolish 
the Long Walls and the fortifications of Peirzus, 
was however a work of some time; and a certain 
number of days were granted to the Athenians, 
within which it was required to be completed. In 
the beginning of the work, the Lacedzemonians and 
their allies all lent a hand, with the full pride and 
exultation of conquerors; amidst women playing 
the flute and dancers crowned with wreaths; mingled 
with joyful exclamations from the Peloponnesian 
allies, that this was the first day of Grecian freedom®. 
How many days were allowed for this humiliating 
duty imposed upon Athenian hands, of demolishing 
the elaborate, tutelary, and commanding works of 
their forefathers—we are not told. But the business 
was not completed within the interval named, so 
that the Athenians did not come up to the letter of 
the conditions, and had therefore by strict construc- 
tion forfeited their title to the peace granted’. The 
interval seems however to have been prolonged ; 
probably considering that for the real labour, as well 
as the melancholy character, of the work to be done, 
too short a time had been allowed at first. 

It appears that Lysander, after assisting at the 
solemn ceremony of beginning to demolish the walls, 
and making such a breach as left Athens without 


1 Plutarch, Lysand. c.15; Lysias cont. Agorat. § 50. ἔτι δὲ τὰ τείχη 
ὡς κατεσκάφη, καὶ ai νῆες τοῖς πολεμίοις παρεδόθησαν, καὶ τὰ νεώρια 
καθηρέθη, &c. 

3 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 23. Καὶ τὰ τείχη κατέσκαπτον ὑπ᾽ αὐλητρίδων 
πολλῇ προθυμίᾳ, νομίζοντες ἐκείνην τὴν ἡμέραν τῇ Ἑλλάδι ἄρχειν τῆς 
ἐλευθερίας. 

Plutarch, Lysand. c. 15. 

3 Lysias cont. Eratosth. Or. xii. sect. 75. p. 431 R.; Plutarch, Ly- 
sand. c. 15; Diodor. xiv. 3. 


The exiles 
and the oli- 
garchical 
party in 
Athens— 
their tri- 
umphant 
behaviour 
and devo- 
tion to 
Lysander. 


814 HISTORY OF GREECE. [Paxr IT. 


any substantial means of resistance—did not remain 
to complete the work, but withdrew with a portion 
of his fleet to undertake the siege of Samos which 
still held out, leaving the remainder to see that the 
conditions imposed were fulfilled’. After so long 
an endurance of extreme misery, doubtless the ge- 
neral population thought of little except relief from 
famine and its accompaniments, without any dispo- 
sition to contend against the fiat of their conquerors. 
If some high-spirited men formed an exception to 
the pervading depression, and still kept up their 
courage against better days—there was at the same 
time a party of totally opposite character, to whom 
the prostrate condition of Athens was a source of 
revenge for the past, exultation for the present, and 
ambitious projects for the future. These were partly 
the remnant of that faction which had set up (seven 
years before) the oligarchy of Four Hundred—and 
still more, the exiles, including several members of 
the Four Hundred?, who now flocked in from all 
quarters. Many of them had been long serving at 
Dekeleia, and had formed a part of the force block- 
ading Athens. These exiles now revisited the acro- 
polis as conquerors, and saw with delight the full 
accomplishment of that foreign occupation at which 
many of them had aimed seven years before, when 
they constructed the fortress of Eetioneia,as a means 
of ensuring their own power. Though the conditions 
imposed extinguished at once the imperial character, 

' Lysander dedicated a golden crown to Athéné in the acropolis— 
which is recorded in the inscriptions among the articles belonging to 
the goddess. 


See Boeckh, Corp. Inser. Inse. Attic. Nos. 150-152. p. 235. 
? Lysias, Or. xin. cont. Agorat. s. 80. 
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the maritime power, the honour, and the indepen- 
dence of Athens, these men were as eager as Lysander 
to carry them all into execution ; because the con- 
tinuance of the Athenian democracy was now en- 
tirely at his mercy, and because his establishment 
of oligarchies in the other subdued cities plainly 
intimated what he would do in tbis great focus of 
Grecian democratical impulse. 

Among these exiles were comprised Aristodemus 
and Aristotelés,—both seemingly persons of im- 
portance, the former having at one time been one 
of the Hellenotamiz, the first financial office of the 
imperial democracy, and the latter an active mem- 
ber of the Four Hundred’; also Chariklés, who had 
been so distinguished for his violence in the inves- 
tigation respecting the Hermze—and another man, 
of whom we now for the first time obtain historical 
knowledge in detail—Kritias, son of Kallaschrus. 
He had been among the persons accused as having 
been concerned in the mutilation of the Herme, 
and seems to have been for a long time important 
in the political, the literary, and the philosophical 
world of Athens. To all three, his abilities quali- 
fied him to do honour. Both his poetry, in the 
Solonian or moralising vein,—and his eloquence, 
published specimens of which remained in the Au- 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 18-11. 3, 46; Plutarch, Vit. X. Orasor. Vit. 
Lycurg. init. 

M. E. Meier, in his Commentary on Lycurgus, construes this passage 
of Plutarch differently, so that the person therein specified as exile 
would be, not Aristodemus, but the grandfather of Lycurgus. But I 
do not think this construction justified: see Meier, Comm. de Lycurg. 
Vita, p. iv. (Hall, 1847.) 

Respecting Chariklés, see Isokratés, Orat. xvi. De Bigis, 5. 52. 
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gustan age,—were of no ordinary merit. His wealth 
was large, and his family among the most ancient 
and conspicuous in Athens: one of his ancestors 
had been friend and companion of the lawgiver 
Solon. He was himself maternal uncle of the phi- 
losopher Plato’, and had frequented the society of 
Sokratés so much as to have his name intimately 
associated in the public mind with that remarkable 
man. We know neither the cause, nor even the 
date of his exile, except so far, as that he was not 
in banishment immediately after the revolution of 
the Four Hundred—and that he was in banishment 
at the time when the generals were condemned after 
the battle of Arginusze*. He had passed the time, 
ora part of the time, of his exile in Thessaly, where 
he took an active part in the sanguinary feuds car- 
ried on among the ouigarchical parties of that law- 
less country. He is said to have embraced, along 
with a leader named (or surnamed) Prometheus, 
what passed for the democratical side in Thessaly ; 
arming the Peneste or serfs against their masters’. 
What the conduct and dispositions of Kritias had 


1 See Stallbaum’s Preface to the Charmidés of Plato, his note on 
the Timzus of Plato, p. 20 E, and the Scholia on the same passage. 

Kritias is introduced as taking a conspicuous part in four of the Pla- 
tonic dialogues—Protagoras, Charmidés, Timzeus, and Kritias (the last 
only a fragment)—not to mention the Eryxias. 

The small remains of the elegiac poetry of Kritias are to be found in 
Schneidewin, Delect. Poet. Greece. p. 146 seg. Both Cicero (De Orat. ii. 
22, 93) and Dionys. Hal. (Judic. de Lysia, ο. 2. p. 454; Jud. de Isso, 
p- 627) notice his historical compositions. 

About the concern of Kritias in the mutilation of the Herma, as 
affirmed by Diognétus, see Andokidés de Mysteriis, 5.47. He was 
first-cousin of Andokidés, by the mother’s side. 

3 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 35. 

+ Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 35; Memorab. i. 2, 24. 
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been before this period, we are unable to say; but 
he brought with him now, on returning from exile, 
not merely an unmeasured and unprincipled lust of 
power, but also a rancorous impulse towards spolia- 
tion and bloodshed! which outran even his ambition, 
and ultimately ruined both his party and himself. 
Of all these returning exiles, animated with min- 
gled vengeance and ambition, Kritias was decidedly 
the leading man, like Antiphon among the Four 
Hundred ; partly from his abilities, partly from the 
superior violence with which he carried out the 
common sentiment. At the present juncture, he 
and his fellow-exiles became the most important 
persons in the city, as enjoying most the friendship 
and confidence of the conquerors. But the oligar- 
chical party at home were noway behind them, 
either in servility or in revolutionary fervour, and 
an understanding was soon established between the 
two. Probably the old faction of the Four Hundred, 
though put down, had never wholly died out: at 
any rate, the political Hetezries or clubs, out of 
which it was composed, still remained, prepared for 
fresh co-operation when a favourable moment should 
arrive; and the catastrophe of A%gospotami had 
made it plain to every one that such moment could 
not be far distant. Accordingly a large portion, if not 
the majority, of the senators, became ready to lend 
themselves to the destruction of the democracy, 
and only anxious to ensure places among the oli- 
garchy in prospect?: while the supple Theramenés— 


' Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2. ἐπεὶ δὲ αὐτὸς μὲν (Kritias) προπετὴς ἦν ἐπὶ 
τὸ πολλοὺς ἀποκτεῖναι, ἅτε καὶ φυγὼν ὑπὸ τοῦ δήμου, ὅτε. 


2 Lysias cont. Agorat. Or. xili. s. 23. p. 132. 
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resuming his place as oligarchical leader, and abusing 
his mission as envoy to wear out the patience of his 
half-famished countrymen—had, during his three 
months’ absence in the tent of Lysander, concerted 
arrangements with the exiles for future proceed- 
ings’. 

As soon as the city surrendered, and while the 
work of demolition was yet going on, the oligar- 
chical party began to organise itself. The members 
of the political clubs again came together, and named 
a managing committee of Five, called Ephors in 
compliment to the Lacedemonians, to direct the 
general proceedings of the party—to convene meet- 
ings when needful—to appoint subordinate mana- 
gers for the various tribes—and to determine what 
propositions were to be submitted to the public as- 
sembly*. Among these five Ephors were Kritias 
and Eratosthenés ; probably Theramenés also. 

But the oligarchical party, though thus organized 
and ascendant, with a compliant senate and a dispi- 
rited people, and with an auxiliary enemy actually 
in possession—still thought themselves not power- 
ful enough to carry their intended changes without 
seizing the most resolute of the democratical leaders. 
Accordingly a citizen named Theokritus tendered 


1 Lysias cont. Eratosth. Or. xii. 5. 78. p. 128. Theramenés is de- 
scribed (in his subsequent defence) ὀνειδίζων μὲν τοῖς φεύγουσιν ὅτι 
δι’ αὐτὸν κατέλθοιεν, δίς. 

The gencral narrative of Xenophon, meagre as it is, harmonises 
with this. 

3 Lysias cont. Eratosth. Or. xii. s. 44. p. 124. ᾿Επειδὴ δὲ ἡ ναυμαχία 
καὶ 7 συμφορὰ τῇ πύλει ἐγένετο, δημοκρατίας ἔτι οὔσης, ὅθεν τῆς στάσεως 
ἦρξαν, πέντε ἄνδρες ἔφοροι κατέστησαν ὑπὸ τῶν καλουμένων 
ἑταίρων, συναγωγεῖς μὲν τῶν πολιτῶν, ἄρχοντες δὲ τῶν συνωμοτῶν, 
ἐνάντια δὲ τῷ ὑμετέρῳ πλήθει πράττοντες. 
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an accusation to the senate against the general 
Strombichidés, together with several others of the 
democratical generals and taxiarchs ; supported by 
the deposition of a slave or lowborn man, named 
Agoratus. Although Nikias and several other citi- 
zens tried to prevail upon Agoratus to leave Athens, 
furnished him with the means of escape, and offered 
to go away with him themselves from Munychia 
until the political state of Athens should come into 
a more assured condition'—yet he refused to retire, 
appeared before the senate, and accused the gene- 
rals of being concerned in a conspiracy to break up 
the peace ; pretending to be himself their accom- 
plice. Upon his information, given both before the 


1 Lysias cont. Agorat. Or. xiii. 5. 28. (p. 132)—s. 35. p. 133. Kai 
παρορμίσαντες δύο πλοῖα Μουννυχιάσιν, ἐδέοντο αὐτοῦ (’Ayopdrov) παντὶ 
τρόπῳ ἀπελθεῖν ᾿Αθήνηθεν, καὶ αὐτοὶ ἔφασαν συνεκπλευσεῖσθαι, ἕως τὰ 
πράγματα κατασταίη, &e. 

Lysias represents this accusation of the generals, and this behaviour 
of Agoratus, as having occurred before the surrender of the city, but 
after the return of Theramenés bringing back the final terms imposed 
by the Lacedzemonians. Ile thus so colours it, that Agoratus, by get- 
ting the generals out of the way, was the real cause why the degrading 
peace brought by Theramenés was accepted. Had the generals re- 
mained at large (he affirms), they would have prevented the acceptance 
of this degrading peace, and would have been able to obtain better 
terms from the Lacedzmonians (see Lysias cont. Agor. s. 16-20). 

Without questioning generally the matters of fact set forth by Lysias 
in this oration (delivered a long time afterwards, see s. 90), I believe 
that he misdoles them, and represents them as having occprred before 
the surrender, whereas they really occurred after it. We know from 
Xenophon, that when Theramenés came back the second time with the 
real peace, the people were in such a state of famine, that farther wait- 
ing was impossible: the peace was accepted immediately that it was 
proposed; cruel as it was, the people were glad to get it (Xenoph. 
Hellen. ii. 2,22). Besides, how could Agoratus be conveyed with two 
vessels out of Munychia, when the harbour was closely blocked up? 
and what is the meaning of €ws ra πράγματα κατασταίη, referred to a 
moment just before the surrender? 


Nomina- 
tion of the 
Thirty, 
under the 
dictation of 
Lysander. 


320 HISTORY OF GREECE. [Paar IT. 


senate and before an assembly at Munychia, the 
generals, the taxiarchs, and several other citizens, 
men of high worth and courageous patriots, were 
put into prison, as well as Agoratus himself, to 
stand their trial afterwards before a dikastery con- 
sisting of 2000 members. One of the parties thus 
accused, Menestratus, being admitted by the public 
assembly (on the proposition of Hagnoddérus the 
brother-in-law of Kritias) to become accusing wit- 
ness, named several additional accomplices, whowere 
also forthwith placed in custody’. 

Though the most determined defenders of the 
democratical constitution were thus eliminated, Kri- 
tias and Theramenés still farther ensured the suc- 
cess of their propositions by invoking the presence 
of Lysander from Samos. The demolition of the 
walls had been completed, the main blockading 
army had disbanded, and the immediate pressure of 
famine had been removed—when an assembly was 
held to determine on future modifications of the 
constitution. A citizen named Drakontidés? moved 
that a Board of Thirty should be named, to draw 
up laws for the future government of the city, and 
to manage provisionally the public affairs, until 
that task should be completed. Among the Thirty 
persons proposed, pre-arranged by Theramenés and 
the oligarchical five Ephors, the most prominent 
names were those of Kritias and Theramenés : there 
were, besides, Drakontidés himself—Onomaklés, 
one of the Four Hundred who had escaped—Aristo- 

1 Lysias cont. Agorat. Or. xiii. s. 38, 60, 68. 


3 Lysias cont. Eratosth. Or. xii. 8. 74: compare Aristotle ap. Schol. 
ad Aristophan. Vesp. 15/7. 
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telés and Chariklés, both exiles newly returned— 
Eratosthenés—and others whom we do not know, 
but of whom probably several had also been exiles 
or members of the Four Hundred’. Though this 
was a complete abrogation of the constitution, yet 
80 conscious were the conspirators of their own 
strength, that they did not deem it necessary to 
propose the formal suspension of the Graphé Para- 
nomon, as had been done prior to the installation 
of the former oligarchy. Still, notwithstanding the 
seizure of the leaders and the general intimidation 
prevalent, a loud murmur of repugnance was heard 
in the assembly at the motion of Drakontidés. But 
Theramenés rose up to defy the murmur, telling the 
assembly that the proposition numbered many par- 
tisans even among the citizens themselves, and that 
it had besides the approbation of Lysander and the 
Lacedemonians. This was presently confirmed by 
Lysander himself, who addressed the assembly in 
person. He told them in a menacing and contempt- 
uous tone, that Athens was now at his mercy, since 
the walls had not been demolished before the day 
specified, and consequently the conditions of the pro- 
mised peace had been violated. He added that if 
they did not adopt the recommendation of Thera- 
menés, they would be forced to take thought for their 
personal safety instead of for their political constitu- 
tion. After a notice at once so plain and so crush- 
ing, farther resistance was vain. The dissentients 
all quitted the assembly in sadness and indignation ; 
while a remnant—according to Lysias, inconsider- 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. 11. 3, 2. 
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able in number as well as worthless in character— 
stayed to vote acceptance of the motion’. 

Seven years before, Theramenés had carried, in 
conjunction with Antiphon and Phrynichus, a simi- 
lar motion for the installation of the Four Hundred ; 
extorting acquiescence by domestic terrorism as 
well as by multiplied assassinations. He now, in 
conjunction with Kritias and the rest, a second time 
extinguished the constitution of his country, by the 
still greater humiliation of a foreign conqueror dic- 
tating terms to the Athenian people assembled in 
their own Pnoyx. Having seen the Thirty regularly 
constituted, Lysander retired from Athens to finish 
the siege of Samos, which still held out. Though 
blocked up both by land and sea, the Samians 
obstinately defended themselves for some months 
longer until the close of the summer. Nor was it 
until the last extremity that they capitulated ; ob- 
taining permission for every freeman to depart in 
safety, but with no other property except a single 
garment. Lysander handed over the city and the 
properties to the ancient citizens—that is, to the 
oligarchy and their partisans who had been partly 


expelled, partly disfranchised, in the revolution 


eight years before. But he placed the government 
of Samos, as he had dealt with the other cities, in 
the hands of one of his Dekadarchies, or oligarchy 
of Ten Samians chosen by himself ; leaving Thorax 
as Lacedemonian harmost, and doubtless a force 
under him?. 

Having thus finished the war, and trodden out 


' Lysias cont. Eratosth. Or. xii. 5. 74-77. 
? Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 6-8. 
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the last spark of resistance, Lysander returned in 
triumph to Sparta. So imposing a triumph never 
fell to the lot of any Greek, either before or after- 
wards. He brought with him every trireme out of 
the harbour of Peireus, except twelve left to the 
Athenians as a concession: he brought the prow- 
ornaments of all the ships captured at Asgospotami 
and elsewhere: he was loaded with golden crowns, 
voted to him by the various cities; and he farther 
exhibited a sum of money not less than 470 talents, 
the remnant of those treasures which Cyrus had 
handed over to him for the prosecution of the war!. 
That sum had been greater, but is said to have been 
diminished by the treachery of Gylippus, to whose 
custody it had been committed, and who sullied by 
such mean peculation the laurels which he had so 
gloriously earned at Syracuse*. Nor was it merely 
the triumphant evidences of past exploits which now 
decorated this returning admiral. He wielded be- 
sides an extent of real power greater than any indi- 
vidual Greek either before or after. Imperial Sparta 
—as she had now become—was as it were personi- 
fied in Lysander, who was master of almost all 
the insular, Asiatic and Thracian cities, by means 
of the harmosts and the native Dekadarchies named 
by himself and selected from his creatures. To this 
state of things we shall presently return, when we 
have followed the eventful history of the Thirty at 
Athens. | 

These Thirty men—the parallel of the Dekarchies 
whom Lysander had constituted in the other cities 


' Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 8. 
3 Plutarch, Lysand. c. 16; Diodor. xiii. 106. 
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—were intended for the same purpose, to maintain 
the city in a state of humiliation and dependence 
upon Lacedemon, and upon Lysander as the re- 
presentative of Lacedemon. Though appointed, in 
the pretended view of drawing up a scheme of laws 
and constitution for Athens, they were in no hurry to 
commence this duty. They appointed a new senate, 
composed of compliant, assured, and oligarchical 
persons ; including many of the returned exiles who 
had been formerly in the Four Hundred, and many 
also of the preceding senators who were willing to 
serve their designs'. They farther named new ma- 
gistrates and officers; a new Board of Eleven, to 
manage the business of police and the public force, 
with Satyrus, one of their most violent partisans, as 
chief ; a Board of Ten, to govern in Peirzeus*; an 
archon to give name to the year, Pythodérus—and 
a second or King-Archon, Patroklés3, to offer the 
customary sacrifices on behalf of the city. While 
thus securing their own ascendency, and placing all 
power in the hands of the most violent oligarchical 
partisans, they began by professing reforming prin- 
ciples of the strictest virtue ; denouncing the abuses 
of the past democracy, and announcing their deter- 
mination to purge the city of evil-doers¢. The phi- 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 11; Lysias cont. Agorat. Orat. xiii. sect. 
23-80. 

Tisias, the brother-in-law of Chariklés, was a member of this senate 
(Isokratés, Or. xvi. De Bigis, s. 53). . 

3 Plato, Epist. vii. p. 324 B.; Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 54. 

3 Tsokratés cont. Kallimach. Or. xviii. 5. 6. p. 372. 

4 Lysias, Orat. xii. cont. Eratosth. 5. 5. p. 121. ᾿Ἐπειδὴ δ᾽ οἱ τριά- 
κοντα πονηροὶ μὲν καὶ συκόφανται ὄντες eis τὴν ἀρχὴν κατέστησαν, 
φάσκοντες χρῆναι τῶν ἀδίκων καθαρὰν ποιῆσαι τὴν πόλιν, καὶ τοὺς λοι- 
ποὺς πολίτας ἐπ᾽ ἀρετὴν καὶ δικαιοσύνην τραπέσθαι, &e. 
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losopher Plato—then a young man about twenty- 
four years old, of anti-democratical politics, and 
nephew of Kritias—was at first misled, together 
with various others, by these splendid professions ; 
he conceived hopes, and even received encourage- 
ment from his relations, that he might play an active 
part under the new oligarchy’. Though he soon 
came to discern how little congenial his feelings 
were with theirs, yet in the beginning doubtless such 
honest illusions coutributed materially to strengthen 
their hands. 

In execution of their design to root out evil-doers, 
the Thirty first laid hands on some of the most ob- 
noxious politicians under the former democracy— 
“*men (says Xenophon) whom every one knew to 
live by making calumnious accusations (called Syco- 
phancy), and who were pronounced in their enmity 
to the oligarchical citizens.”” How far most of these 
men had been honest or dishonest int heir previous 
political conduct under the democrgcy, we have no 
means of determining. But among them were com- 
prised Strombichidés and the other democratical 
officers who had been imprisoned under the informa- 
tion of Agoratus—men whose chief crime consisted 
in a strenuous and inflexible attachment to the de- 
mocracy. The persons thus seized were brought to 
trial before the new senate appointed by the Thirty— 
contrary to the vote of the people, which had decreed 
that Strombichidés and his companions should be 
tried before a dikastery of 2000 citizens*. But the 
dikastery, as well as all the other democratical in- 

1 Plato, Epist. vii. p. 324 B. C. 3 Lysias cont. Agorat. s. 38, 
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stitutions, were now abrogated, and no judicial body 
was left except the newly constituted senate. Even 
to that senate, though composed of their own par- 
tisans, the Thirty did not choose to entrust the trial 
of the prisoners, with that secrecy of voting which 
was well known at Athens to be essential to the free 
and genuine expression of sentiment. Whenever 
prisoners were tried, the Thirty were themselves 
present in the senate-house, sitting on the benches 
previously occupied by the Prytanes: two tables 
were placed before them, one signifying condemna- 
tion—the other, acquittal; and each senator was 
required to deposit his pebble, openly before them, 
either on one or on the other’. It was not merely 
judgment by the senate—but judgment by the senate 
under pressure and intimidation by the all-powerful 
Thirty. It seems probable that neither any sem- 
blance of defence, nor any exculpatory witnesses, 
were allowed ; but even if such formalities were not 
wholly dispensed with, it is certain that there was 
no real trial, and that condemnation was assured 
beforehand. Among the great numbers whom the 
Thirty brought before the senate, not a single man 
was acquitted except the informer Agoratus, who was 
brought to trial as an accomplice along with Strom- 
bichidés and his companions, but was liberated in 
recompense for the information which he had given 
against them*. The statement of Isokratés, Lysias, 
and others—that the victims of the Thirty, even 
when brought before the senate, were put to death 
untried—is authentic and trustworthy: many were 
1 Lysias cont. Agorat. s. 40. 2 Lysias cont. Agorat. s. 4]. 
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even put to death by simple order from the Thirty 
themselves, without any cognizance of the senate’. 

In regard to the persons first brought to trial, 
however,—whether we consider them, as Xenophon 
intimates, to have been notorious evil-doers, or to 


have been innocent sufferers by the reactionary ven- jer 


geance of returning oligarchical exiles, as was the 
case certainly with Strombichidés and the officers 
accused along with him,—there was little necessity 
for any constraint on the part of the Thirty over 
the senate. That body itself partook of the senti- 
ment which dictated the condemnation, and acted as 
a willing instrument ; while the Thirty themselves 
were unanimous,—Theramenés being even more 
zealous than Kritias in these executions, to demon- 
strate his sincere antipathy towards the extinct de- 
mocracy®. As yet too, since all the persons con- 
demned (justly or unjustly) had been marked poli- 
ticlans,—so, all other citizens who had taken no 
conspicuous part in politics, even if they disapproved 
of the condemnations, had not been led to conceive 
any apprehension of the like fate for themselves. 
Here then Theramenés, and along with him a por- 
tion of the Thirty as well as of the senate, were in- 
clined to pause. While enough had been done to 
satiate their antipathies, by the death of the most 
obnoxious leaders of the democracy—they at the 
same time conceived the oligarchical government to 
be securely established, and contended that farther 
bloodshed would only endanger its stability, by 


1 Lysias cont. Eratosth. 5. 18; Xenoph. Hellen. in. 3, 51; Isokrat. 


Orat. xx. cont. Lochit. s. 15. p. 397. 
2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 12, 28, 38. Αὐτὸς (Theramenés) μάλιστα 


ἐξορμήσας ἡμᾶς, τοῖς πρώτοις ὑπαγομένοις ἐς ἡμᾶς δίκην ἐπιτιθέναι, &c. 
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spreading alarm, multiplying enemies, and alien- 
ating friends as well as neutrals. 

But these were not the views either of Kritias or of 
theThirty generally, whosurveyed their position with 
eyes very different from the unstable and cunning 
Theramenés, and who had brought with them from 
exile a long arrear of vengeance yet to be appeased. 
Kritias knew well that the numerous population of 
Athens were devotedly attached, and had good 
reason to be attached, to their democracy ; that the 
existing government had been imposed upon them 
by force, and could only be upheld by force; that 
its friends were a narrow minority, incapable of sus- 
taining it against the multitude around them all 
armed ; that there were still many formidable ene- 
mies to be got rid of, so that it was indispensable 
to invoke the aid of a permanent Lacedemonian 
garrison in Athens, as the only condition not only 
of their stability as a government, but even of their 
personal safety. In spite of the opposition of Thera- 
menés—#schinés and Aristotelés, two among the 
Thirty, were despatched to Sparta to solicit aid from 
Lysander ; who procured for them a Lacedzemonian 
garrison under Kallibius as harmost, which they 
engaged to maintain without any cost to Sparta, 
until their governinent should be confirmed by put- 
ting the evil-doers out of the way’. Kallibius was 
not only installed as master of the acropolis—full 
as it was of the mementos of Athenian glory—but 
was farther so caressed and won over by the Thirty, 
that he lent himself to everything which they asked. 


! Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 13. ἕως δὴ τοὺς πονηροὺς ἐκποδὼν ποιησά- 
μενοι καταστήσαιντο τὴν πολιτείαν. 
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They had thus a Lacedemonian military force con- 
stantly at their command, besides an organized band 
of youthful satellites and assassins, ready for any 
deeds of violence ; and they proceeded to seize and 
put to death many citizens, who were so distin- 
guished for their courage and patriotism, as to be 
likely to serve as leaders to the public discontent. 
Several of the best men in Athens thus successively 
perished, while Thrasybulus, Anytus, and many 
others, fearing a similar fate, fled out of Attica, lea- 
ving their property tobe confiscated and appropriated 
by the oligarchs! ; who passed a decreeof exile against 
them in their absence, as well as against Alkibiadés’. 
These successive acts of vengeance and violence 
were warmly opposed by Theramenés, both in the 
Council of Thirty and in the senate. The persons 
hitherto executed (he said) had deserved their death 
because they were not merely noted politicians under 
the democracy, but also persons of marked hostility 
to oligarchical men. But to inflict the same fate 
‘on others, who had manifested no such hostility, 
simply because they had enjoyed influence under 
the democracy, would be unjust: ‘‘Even you and 
I (be reminded Kritias) have both said and done 
many things for the sake of popularity.” But 
Kritias replieda—‘‘ We cannot afford to be scrupu- 
Jous: we are engaged in a scheme of aggressive am- 
bition, and must get rid of those who are best able 
to hinder us. ‘Though we are Thirty in number, 
' Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 15, 23, 42; Isokrat. cont. Kallimach. Or. 

xviii. 5. 30. p. 375. 
3 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 42—ii. 4, 14. of δὲ καὶ οὐχ ὅπως ἀδικοῦντες, 


ἀλλ᾽ οὐδ᾽ ἐπιδημοῦντες ἐφνγαδεύομεθα, &c. 
Isokratés, Orat. xvi. De Bigis, 5. 46. p. 355. 
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and not one—our government is not the less a de- 
spotism, and must be guarded by the same jealous 
precautions. If you think otherwise, you must be 
simple-minded indeed.” Such were the sentiments 
which animated the majority of the Thirty not less 
than Kritias, and which prompted them to an end- 
less string of seizures and executions. It was not 
merely the less obnoxious democratical politicians 
who became their victims, but men of courage, 
wealth, and station, in every vein of political feeling : 
even oligarchical men, the best and most high-prin- 
cipled of that party, shared the same fate. Among 
the most distinguished sufferers were, Lykurgus!, 
belonging to one of the most eminent sacred Gentes 
in the state ; a wealthy man named Antiphon, who 
had devoted his fortune to the public service with 
exemplary patriotism during the last years of the 
war, and had furnished two well-equipped triremes 
at his own cost; Leon, of Salamis; and even Ni- 
keratus (son of Nikias, who had perished at Syra- 
cuse), aman who inherited from his father not only 
a large fortune, but a known repugnance to demo 
cratical politics, together with his uncle Eukratés, 
brother of the same Nikias*. These were only a 
few among the numerous victims, who were seized— 
pronounced to be guilty by the senate or by the 
Thirty themselves—handed over to Satyrus and the 
Eleven—and condemned to perish by the customary 
draught of hemlock. 

The circumstances accompanying the seizure of 


1 Plutarch, Vit. X. Orator. p. 838. 
2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 39-41; Lysias, Orat. xviii. De Bonis Nicise 
Fratris, 5. 5-8. 
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Leon deserve particular notice. In putting to death 
him and the other victims, the Thirty had several 
objects in view, all tending to the stability of their 
dominion. First, they thus got rid of citizens ge- 
nerally known and esteemed, whose abhorrence they 
knew themselves to deserve, and whom they feared 
as likely to head the public sentiment against them. 
Secondly, the property of these victims, all of whom 
were rich, was seized along with their persons, and 
was employed to pay the satellites whose agency 
was indispensable for such violeaces—especially 
Kallibius and the Lacedemonian hoplites in the 
acropolis. But besides murder and spoliation, the 
Thirty had a farther purpose, if possible, yet more 
nefarious. In the work of seizing their victims, 
they not only employed the hands of these paid 
satellites, but also sent along with them citizens of 
station and respectability, whom they constrained 
by threats and intimidation to lend their personal 
aid in a service so thoroughly odious. By such par- 
ticipation, these citizens became compromised and 
imbrued in crime, and as it were, consenting parties 
in the public eye to all the projects of the Thirty? ; 
exposed to the same general hatred as the latter, 

' Plato, Apol. Socr. c. 20. p. 32. ᾿Ἐπειδὴ δὲ ὀλιγαρχία ἐγένετο, οἱ 
τριάκοντα av μεταπεμψάμενοί pe πέμπτον αὐτὸν els τὴν θόλον προσέ- 
ταξαν ἀγαγεῖν ἐκ Σαλαμῖνος Λέοντα τὸν Σαλαμίνιον, ἵν᾽ ἀποθάνοι" οἷα δὴ 
καὶ ἄλλοις ἐκεῖνοι πολλοῖς προσέταττον, βουλόμενοι ὡς πλεί- 
στους ἀναπλῆσαι αἰτιῶν. 

Isokrat. cont. Kallimach. Or. xviii. 65. 23. p. 374. ἐνίοις καὶ προσέ- 
tarroy ἐξαμαρτάνειν. Compare also Lysias, Or. xii. cont. Eratosth. 5. 32. 

We learn, from Andokidés de Myster. s. 94, that Melétus was one 
of the partics who actually arrested Leon, and brought him up for con- 
demnation. It is not probable that this was the same person who after- 


wards accused Sokratés. It may possibly have been his father, who 
bore the same name; but there is nothing to determine the point. 
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and interested for their own safety in maintaining 
the existing dominion. Pursuant to their general 
plan of implicating unwilling citizens in their mis- 
deeds, the Thirty sent for five citizens to the Tholus 
or Government-house, and ordered them, with terri- 
ble menaces, to cross over to Salamis and bring 
back Leon as prisoner. Four out of the five obeyed: 
the fifth was the philosopher Sokratés, who refused 
all concurrenceand retufned to his own house, while 
the other four went to Salamis and took part in the 
seizure of Leon. Though he thus braved all the 
wrath of the Thirty, it appears that they thought it 
expedient to leave him untouched. But the fact 
that they singled him out for such an atrocity—an 
old man of tried virtue, both private and public, and 
intellectually commanding, though at the same time 
intellectually unpopular—shows to what an extent 
they carried their system of forcing unwilling par- 
ticipants; while the farther circumstance that he 
was the only person who had the courage to refuse, 
among four others who yielded to intimidation, 
shows that the policy was for the most part success- 
ful’. ‘The inflexible resistance of Sokratés on this 
occasion stands as a worthy parallel to his conduct 
as Prytanis in the public assembly held on the con- 
duct of the generals after the battle of Arginuse 
(described in the preceding chapter), wherein he 
obstinately refused to concur in putting an illegal 
question. 

Such multiplied cases of execution and spoliation 
naturally filled the city with surprise, indignation, 
and terror. Groups of malcontents got together, 

' Plato, Apol. Sokrat. u¢ sup.; Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 9-23. 
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and exiles became more and more numerous. All 
these circumstances furnished ample material for 
the vehement opposition of Theramenés, and tended 
to increase his party ; not indeed among the Thirty 
themselves, but to a certain extent in the senate, 
and still more among the body of the citizens. He 
warned his colleagues that they were incurring daily 
an increased amount of public odium, and that their 
government could not possibly stand, unless they ad- 
mitted into partnership an adequate number of citi- 
zens, with a direct interest in its maintenance. He 
proposed that all those competent by their property 
to serve the state either on horseback or with heavy 
armour, should be constituted citizens ; leaving all 
the poorer freemen, a far larger number, still dis- 
franchised'. Kritias and the Thirty rejected this 
proposition ; being doubtless convinced—as the Four 
Hundred had felt seven years before, when Thera- 
menés demanded of them to convert their fictitious 
total of Five Thousand into a real list of as many 
living persons—that ‘‘ to enroll so great a number 
of partners, was tantamount to a downright demo- 
cracy*.” But they were at the same time not in- 
sensible to the soundness of his advice: moreover 
they began to be afraid of him personally, and to 


' Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3,17, 19, 48. From 8. 48, we see that Thera- 
menés actually made this proposition—rd μέντοι σὺν τοῖς δυναμένοις καὶ 
pel ἵππων καὶ per ἀσπίδων ὠφελεῖν τὴν πολιτείαν, πρόσθεν ἄριστον 
ἡγούμην εἶναι, καὶ voy οὐ μεταβάλλομαι. 

This proposition, made by Theramenés and rejected by the Thirty, 
explains the comment which he afterwards made when they drew up 
their special catalogue or roll of 3000; which comment otherwise ap- 
pears unsuitable. 

3 Thucyd. vili. 89-92. τὸ μὲν καταστῆσαι μετόχους τοσούτους, ἀντι- 
κρὺς ἂν δῆμον ἡγούμενοι. 
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suspect that he was likely to take the lead in a 
popular opposition against them, as he had pre- 
viously done against his colleagues of the Four Hun- 
dred. ‘They therefore resolved to comply in part 
with his recommendations, and accordingly pre- 
pared a list of 3000 persons to be invested with the 
political franchise ; chosen, as much as possible, 
from their own known partisans and from oligar- 
chical citizens. Besides this body, they also counted 
on the adherence of the Horsemen, among the 
wealthiest citizens of the state. These Horsemen or 
Knights, taking them as a class—the thousand good 
men of Athens, whose virtues Aristophanés sets 
forth in hostile antithesis to the alleged demagogic 
vices of Kleon— remained steady supporters of the 
Thirty, throughout all the enormities of their career". 
What privileges or functions were assigned to the 
chosen 3000, we do not hear, except that they could 
not be condemned without the warrant of the senate, 
while any other Athenian might be put to death by 
the simple fiat of the Thirty®. 

They dis- A body of partners thus chosen—not merely of 

vemaining fixed number, but of picked oligarchical sentiments 

te cig of —was by no means the addition which Theramenés 
desired. While he commented on the folly of sup- 
posing that there was any charm in the number 
3000—as if it embodied all the merit of the city, 
and nothing else but merit—he admonished them 
that it was still insufficient for their defence: their 
rule was one of pure force, and yet inferior in force 
to those over whom it was exercised. Again the 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 18, 19; ii. 4, 2, 8; 24. 
2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 51. 
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Thirty acted upon his admonition, but in a way very 
different from that which he contemplated. They 
proclaimed a general muster, and examination of 
arms, to all the hoplites in Athens. The 3000 were 
drawn up in arms all together in the market-place ; 
but the remaining hoplites were disseminated in 
small scattered companies and in different places. 
After the review was over, these scattered com- 
panies went home to their meal, leaving their arms 
piled at the various places of muster. But the ad- 
herents of the Thirty, having been forewarned and 
kept together, were sent at the proper moment, 
along with the Lacedemonian mercenaries, to seize 
the deserted arms, which were deposited under the 
custody of Kallibius in the acropolis. All the hop- 
lites in Athens, except the Three Thousand and the 
remaining adherents of the Thirty, were disarmed 
by this crafty manceuvre, in spite of the fruitless 
‘remonstrance of Theramenés’. 

Kritias and his colleagues, now relieved from all 
fear either of Theramenés, or of any other internal 
opposition, gave loose, more unsparingly than ever, 
to their malevolence and rapacity ; putting to death 
both many of their private enemies, and many rich 
victims for the purpose of spoliation. A list of 
suspected persons was drawn up, in which each of 
their adherents was allowed to insert such names 
as he chose, and from which the victims were gene- 
rally taken*. Among informers who thus gave in 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 20, 41: compare Lysias, Orat. xn. cont. 
Eratosth. s. 41. 
2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 21; Isokratés adv. Euthynum, s. 5. p. 401 ; 
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names for destruction, Batrachus and Aéschylidés' 
stood conspicuous. The thirst of Kritias for plun- 
der as well as for bloodshed only increased by 
gratification? ; and it was not merely to pay their 
mercenaries, but also to enrich themselves sepa- 
rately, that the Thirty stretched everywhere their 
murderous agency, which now mowed down metics 
as well as citizens. Theognis and Peison, two of 
the Thirty, affirmed that many of these metics were 
hostile to the oligarchy, besides being opulent men ; 
and the resolution was adopted that each of the 
rulers should single out any of these victims that 
he pleased, for execution and pillage; care being 
taken to include a few poor persons in the seizure, 
so that the real purpose of the spoilers might be 
faintly disguised. 

It was in execution of this scheme that the orator 
Lysias and his brother Polemarchus were both taken 
into custody. Both were metics, wealthy men, and ° 
engaged in a manufactory of shields, wherein they 
employed 120 slaves. Theognis and Peison, with 
some others, seized Lysias in his house, while en- 
tertaining some friends at dinner ; and having driven 
away his guests, left him under the guard of Peison, 
while the attendants went off to register and appro- 
priate his valuable slaves. Lysias tried to prevail 


Isokratés cont. Kallimach. s. 23. p. 375; Lysias, Or. xxv. Anp. Καταλ. 
᾿Απολ. 8. 21. p. 173. 

The two passages of Isokratés sufficiently designate what this list or 
κατάλογος must have been; but the name by which he calls it—é μετὰ 
Avoavépov (or Πεισάνδρου) xardAoyos—is not easy to explain. 

1 Lysias, Orat. vi. cont. Andokid. 5. 46; Or. xii. cont. Eratosth. s. 49. 

2 Xenoph. Memor. i. 2, 12. Κριτίας μὲν yap τῶν ἐν τῇ ὀλιγαρχίᾳ 
πάντων κλεπτίστατός τε καὶ βιαιότατος ἐγένετο, &c. 
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on Peison to accept a bribe and let him escape; which 
the latter at first promised to do, and having thus 
obtained access to the money-chest of the prisoner, 
laid hands upon all its contents, amounting to be- 
tween three and four talents. In vain did Lysias 
implore that a trifle might be left for his necessary 
subsistence: the only answer vouchsafed was, that 
he might think himself fortunate it he escaped with 
life. He was then conveyed to the house of a person 
named Damnippus, where Theognis already was, 
having other prisoners in charge. At the earnest 
entreaty of Lysias, Damnippus tried to induce Theo- 
gnis to connive at his escape, on consideration of 
a handsome bribe ; but while this conversation was 
going on, the prisoner availed himself of an un- 
guarded moment to get off through the back door— 
which fortunately was open, together with two other 
doors through which it was necessary to pass. Ha- 
ving first obtained refuge in the house of a friend in 
Peirzus, he took boat during the ensuing night for 
Megara. Polemarchus, less fortunate, was seized 
in the street by Eratosthenés, one of the Thirty, and 
immediately lodged in the prison, where the fatal 
draught of hemlock was administered to him, with- 
out delay, without trial, and without liberty of de- 
fence. While his house was plundered of a large 
stock of gold, silver, furniture and rich ornaments— 
while the golden earrings were torn from the ears of 
his wife—and while 700 shields, with 120 slaves, 
were confiscated, together with the workshop and 
the two dwelling-houses ;—the Thirty would not, 
allow even a decent funeral to the deceased, but 
caused his body to be carried away on a hired bier 
VOL, VIII. Ζ 
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from the prison, with covering and a few scanty 
appurtenances supplied by the sympathy of private 
friends’. 

Amidst such atrocities, increasing in number and 
turned more and more to shameless robbery, the 
party of Theramenés daily gained ground, even 
in the senate; many of whose members profited 
nothing by satiating the private cupidity of the 
Thirty, and began to be weary of so revolting a sy- 
stem, as well as alarmed at the host of enemies which 
they were raising up. In proposing the late seizure 
of the metics, the Thirty had desired Theramenés 
to make choice of any victim among that class, to 
be destroyed and plundered for his own personal 
benefit. But he rejected the suggestion empha- 
tically, denouncing the enormity of the measure in 
the indignant terms which it deserved. So much 
was the antipathy of Kritias and the majority of the 
Thirty against him, already acrimonious from the 
effects of along course of opposition, exasperated by 
this refusal—so much did they fear the consequences 
of incurring the obloquy of such measures for them- 
selves, while Theramenés enjoyed all the credit of 
opposing them—so satisfied were they that their 
government could not stand with this dissension 
among its own members—that they resolved to de- 
stroy him at all cost. Having canvased as many 
of the senators as they could, to persuade them that 
Theramenés was conspiring against the oligarchy, 


1 Lysias, Or. xii. cont. Eratosthen. 5. 8, 2]. Lysias prosecuted Era- 
tosthenés before the dikastery some years afterwards, as having caused 
the death of Polemarchus. The foregoing details are found in the 
oration spoken as well as composed*by himself. 
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they caused the most daring of their satellites to 
attend one day in the senate-house, close to the 
railing which fenced in the senators, with daggers 
concealed under their garments. So soon as The- 
ramenés appeared, Kritias rose and denounced him 
to the senate as a public enemy, in an harangue 
which Xenophon gives at considerable length, and 
which is so full of instructive evidence, as to Greek 
political feeling, that I here extract the main points 
in abridgement :— 

‘If any of you imagine, Senators, that more 
people are perishing than the occasion requires, 
reflect, that this happens everywhere in a time of 


revolution—and that it must especially happen x; 


in the establishment of an oligarchy at Athens, 
the most populous city in Greece, and where the 
population has been longest accustomed to freedom. 
You know as well as we do, that democracy is to 
both of us an intolerable government, as well as 
incompatible with all steady adherence to our pro- 
tectors the Lacedzemonians. It is under their 
auspices that we are establishing the present oli- 
garchy, and that we destroy, as far as we can, every 
man who stands in the way of it; which becomes 
most of all indispensable, if such a man be found 
among our own body. Here stands the man—The- 
ramenés—whom we now denounce to you as your 
foe not less than ours. That such is the fact, is 
plain from his unmeasured censures on our pro- 
ceedings—from the difficulties which he throws in 
our way whenever we want to despatch any of the 
demagogues. Had such been his policy from the 
beginning, he would indeed have been our enemy, 
#2 
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yet we could not with justice have proclaimed him 
a villain. But it is he who first originated the al- 
liance which binds us to Sparta—who struck the 
first blow at the democracy—who chiefly instigated 
us to put to death the first batch of accused persons ; 
and now, when you as well as we have thus incurred 
the manifest hatred of the people, he turns round 
and quarrels with our proceedings, in order to en- 
sure his own safety, and leave us to pay the penalty. 
He must be dealt with not only as an enemy, but 
as a traitor, to you as well as to us; a traitor in the 
grain, as his whole life proves. Though he enjoyed 
through his father Agnon a station of honour under 
the democracy, he was foremost in subverting it, 
and setting up the Four Hundred: the moment he 
saw that oligarchy beset with difficulties, he was the 
first to put himself at the head of the people against 
them ; always ready for change in both directions, 
and a willing accomplice in those executions which 
changes of government bring with them. It is he, 
too, who—having been ordered by the generals after 
the battle of Arginusz to pick up the men on the 
disabled ships, and having neglected the task—ac- 
cused and brought to execution his superiors, in 
order to get himself out of danger. He has well 
earned his surname of The Buskin, fitting both legs, 
but constant to neither: he has shown himself 
reckless both of honour and friendship, looking to 
nothing but bis own selfish advancement ; and it is 
for us now to guard against his doublings, in order 
that he may not play us the same trick. We cite 
him before you as a conspirator and a traitor, against ᾿ 
you as well as against us. Look to your own safety, 


\ 
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and not to his. For depend upon it, that if you let 
him off, you will hold out powerful encouragement 
to your worst enemies ; while if you condemn him, 
you will crush their best hopes, both within and 
without the city.” 

Theramenés was probably not wholly unprepared 
for some such attack as this. At any rate he rose 
up to reply to it at once— 

‘* First of all, Senators, I shall touch upon the 
charge against me which Kritias mentioned last— 
the charge of having accused and brought to exe- 
cution the generals. It was not I who began the 
accusation against them, but they who began it 
against me. They said, that they had ordered me 
upon the duty, and that I had neglected it: my de- 
fence was, that the duty could not be executed, in 
consequence of the storm: the people believed and 
exonerated me, but the generals were rightfully con- 
demned on their own accusation, because they said 
that the duty might have been performed—while 
yet it had remained unperformed. Ido not wonder 
indeed that Kritias has told these falsehoods against 
me ; for at the time when this affair happened, he 
was an exile in Thessaly, employed in raising up a 
democracy, and arming the Peneste against their 
masters. Heaven grant that nothing of what he 
perpetrated there may occur at Athens! I agree 
with Kritias indeed, that whoever wishes to cut 
short your government, and strengthens those who 
conspire against you, deserves justly the severest 
punishment. But to whom does this charge best 
apply? To him, or to me? Look at the behaviour 
of each of us, and then judge for yourselves. At 
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first we were all agreed, so far as the condemnation 
of the known and obnoxious demagogues. But 
when Kritias and his friends began to seize men of 
station and dignity, then it was that 1 began to 
oppose them. I knew that the seizure of men like 
Leon, Nikias, and Antiphon, would make the best 
men in the city your enemies. I opposed the exe- 
cution of the metics, well-aware that all that body 
would be alienated. I opposed the disarming of the 
citizens, and the hiring of foreign guards. And 
when I saw that enemies at home and exiles abroad 
were multiplying against you, I dissuaded you from 
banishing Thrasybulus and Anytus, whereby you 
only furnished the exiles with competent leaders. 
The man who gives you this advice, and gives it 
you openly, is he a traitor—or is he not rather a 
genuine friend? Itis you and your supporters, Kri- 
tias, who by your murders and robberies strengthen 
the enemies of the government and betray your 
friends. Depend upon it, that Thrasybulus and Any- 
tus are much better pleased with your policy than 
they would be with mine. You accuse me of having 
betrayed the Four Hundred ; but I did not desert 
them until they were themselves on the point of be- 
traying Athens to her enemies. You call me the 
Buskin, as trying to fit both parties. But what am 
I to call you, who fit neither of them ? who under 
the democracy were the most violent hater of the 
people—and who under the oligarchy have become 
equally violent as a hater of oligarchical merit? I 
am, and always have been, Kritias, an enemy both 
to extreme democracy and to oligarchical tyranny. 
I desire to constitute our political community out 
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of those who can serve it on horseback and with 
heavy armour: I have proposed this once, and J 
still stand to it. I side not either with democrats 
or despots, to the exclusion of the dignified citizens. 
Prove that I am now, or ever have been, guilty of 
such crime, and I shall confess myself deserving of 
ignominious death.” 

This reply of Theramenés was received with such 
a shout of applause by the majority of the senate, 
as showed that they were resolved to acquit him. 
To the fierce antipathies of the mortified Kritias, 
the idea of failure was intolerable: indeed he had 
now carried his hostility to such a point, that the 
acquittal of his enemy would have been his own 
ruin. After exchanging a few words with the Thirty, 
he retired for a few moments, and directed the 
Eleven with the body of armed satellites to press 
close on the railing whereby the senators were 
fenced round,—while the court before the senate- 
house was filled with the mercenary hoplites. Having 
thus got his force in hand, Kritias returned and 
again addressed the senate—‘‘ Senators (said he), I 
think it the duty of a good president, when he sees 
his friends around him duped, not to let them follow 
their own counsel. This is what 1 am now going 
to do: indeed these men, whom you see pressing 
upon us from without, tell us plainly that they will 
not tolerate the acquittal of one manifestly working 
to the ruin of the oligarchy. It is an article of our 
new constitution, that no man of the Select Three 
Thousand shall be condemned without your vote ; 
but that any man not included in that list may be 
condemned by the Thirty. Now I take upon me, 
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with the concurrence of all my colleagues, to strike 
this Theramenés out of that list ; and we, by our 
authority, condemn him to death.” 

Though Theramenés had already been twice con- 
cerned in putting down the democracy, yet such 
was the habit of all Athenians to look for protec- 
tion from constitutional forms, that he probably 
accounted himself safe under the favourable verdict 
of the senate, and was not prepared for the mon- 
strous and despotic sentence which he now heard 
from his enemy. He sprang at once to the Sena- 
torial Hearth—the altar and sanctuary in the inte- 
rior of the senate-house—and exclaimed—* I too, 
Senators, stand as your suppliant, asking only for 
bare justice. Let it be not in the power of Kritias 
to strike out me or any other man whom he chooses: 
—let my sentence as well as yours be passed ac- 
cording to the law which these Thirty have them- 
selves prepared. I know but too well, that this 
altar will be of no avail to me as a defence ; but I 
shall at least make it plain—that these men are as 
impious towards the gods as they are nefarious to- 
wards men. As for you, worthy Senators, I wonder 
that you will not stand forward for your own per- 
sonal safety ; since you must be well-aware, that 
your own names may be struck out of the Three 
Thousand just as easily as mine.” 

But the senate remained passive and stupefied by 
fear, in spite of these moving words ; which per- 
haps were not perfectly heard, since it could not be 
the design of Kritias to permit his enemy to speak 
a second time. It was probably while Theramenés 
was yet speaking, that the loud voice of the herald 
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‘ was heard, calling the Eleven to come forward and 
take him into custody. The Eleven advanced into 
the senate, headed by their brutal chief Satyrus, 
and followed by their usual attendants. They went 
straight up to the altar, from whence Satyrus, aided 
by the attendants, dragged him by main force, while 
Kritias said to them—‘‘ We hand over to you this 
man Theramenés, condemned according to the law. 
Seize him, carry him off to prison, and there do the 
needful.”’ Upon this, Theramenés was dragged out 
of the senate-house and carried in custody through 
the market-place, exclaiming with a loud voice 
against the atrocious treatment which he was suf- 
fering. ‘‘ Hold your tongue (said Satyrus to him), 
or you will suffer for it.”—‘‘ And if I do hold my 
tongue (replied Theramenés), shall not I suffer for 
it also?” 

He was conveyed to prison, where the usual 
draught of hemlock was speedily administered. 
After he had swallowed it, there remained a drop 
at the bottom of the cup, which he jerked out on 
the floor (according to the playful convivial practice 
called the Kottabus, which was supposed to furnish 
an omen by its sound in falling, and after which the 
person who had just drunk handed the goblet to 
the guest whose turn came next)—‘‘ Let this (said 
he) be for the gentle Kritias'.” 

The scene just described, which ended in the 
execution of Theramenés, is one of the most stri- 
king and tragical in ancient history ; in spite of the 
bald and meagre way in which it is recounted by 
Xenophon, who has thrown all the interest into the 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 56. 
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two speeches. The atrocious injustice by which 
Theramenés perished—as well as the courage and 
self-possession which he displayed at the moment 
of danger, and his cheerfulness even in the prison, 
not inferior to that of Sokratés three years after- 
wards—naturally enlist the warmest sympathies of 
the reader in his favour, and have tended to exalt 
the positive estimation of his character. During 
the years immediately succeeding the restoration of 
the democracy', he was extolled and pitied as one 
of the first martyrs to oligarchical violence: later 
authors went so far as to number him among the 
chosen pupils of Sokratés?. But though Therame- 
nés here became the victim of a much worse man 
than himself, it will not for that reason be proper 
to accord to him our admiration, which his own 
conduct will not at all be found to deserve. The 
reproaches of Kritias against him, founded on his 
conduct during the previous conspiracy of the Four 
Hundred, were in the main well-founded. After 


1 See Lysias, Or. xii. cont. Eratosth. s. 66. 

3 Diodor. xiv. 5. Diodorus tells us that Sokratés and two of his 
friends were the only persons who stood forward to protect Theramenés, 
when Satyrus was dragging him from the altar. Plutarch (Vit. X. Orat. 
Ῥ. 836) ascribes the same act of generous forwardness to Isokratés. 
There is no good ground for believing it, either of one or of the other. 
None but senators were present; and as this senate had been chosen 
by the Thirty, it is not likely that either Sokratés, or Isokratés, were 
among its members. If Sokratés had been a member of it, the fact 
would have been noticed and brought out in connection with his sub- 
sequent trial. 

The manner in which Plutarch (Consolat. ad Apollon. c. 6. p. 105) 
states the death of Theramenés—that he was “tortured to death” by 
the Thirty—is an instance of his loose speaking. 

Compare Cicero about the death of Theramenés (Tuscul. Disp. i. 40, 
96). His admiration for the manner of death of Theramenés doubtless 
contributed to make him rank that Athenian with Themistoklés and 
Periklés (De Orat. iii. 16, 59), 
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having been one of the foremost originators of that 
conspiracy, he deserted his comrades as soon as he 
saw that it was likely to fail ; and Kritias had doubt- 
less present to his mind the fate of Antiphon, who 
had been condemned and executed under the accu- 
sation of Theramenés—together with a reasonable 
conviction that the latter would again turn against 
his colleagues in the same manner, if circumstances 
should encourage him to do so. Nor was Kritias 
wrong in denouncing the perfidy of Theramenés with 
regard to the generals after the battle of Arginusz ; 
the death of whom he was partly instrumental in 
bringing about, though only as an auxiliary cause, 
and not with that extreme stretch of nefarious stra- 
tagem, which Xenophon and others have imputed 
to him. He was a selfish, cunning, and faithless 
man—ready to enter into conspiracies, yet never 
foreseeing their consequences—and breaking faith 
to the ruin of colleagues whom he had first encou- 
raged, when he found them more consistent and 
thoroughgoing in crime than himself’. 

Such high-handed violence, by Kritias and the 
majority of the Thirty—carried though, even against 
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the Senate—left a feeling of disgust and dissension 
among their own partisans from which their power 
never recovered. Its immediate effect, however, 
was to render them, apparently and in their own 
estimation, more powerful than ever. All open 
manifestation of dissent being now silenced, they 


1 The epithets applied by Aristophanés to Theramenés (Ran. 541- 
966) coincide pretty exactly with those in the speech (just noticed) 
which Xenophon ascribes to Kritias agamst him. 
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proceeded to the uttermost limits of cruel and licen- 
tious tyranny. They made proclamation that every 
one not included in the list of Three Thousand 
should depart without the walls, in order that they 
might be undisturbed masters within the city—a 
policy before resorted to by Periander of Corinth 
and other Grecian despots?. The numerous fugi- 
tives expelled by this order, distributed themselves 
partly in Peirzeus, partly in the various demes of 
Attica. Both in one and the other, however, they 
were séized by order of the Thirty, and many of 
them put to death, in order that their substance 
and lands might be appropriated either by the Thirty 
themselves or by some favoured partisan*. The 
denunciations of Batrachus, Auschylidés, and other 
delators, became more numerous than ever, in order 
to obtain the seizure and execution of their private 
enemies ; and the oligarchy were willing to purchase 
any new adherent by thus gratifying his antipa- 
thies or his rapacity’. The subsequent orators 
affirmed that more than 1500 victims were put to 
death without trial by the Thirty‘: on this nume- 
rical estimate little stress is to be laid, but the total 
was doubtless prodigious. It became more and 
more plain that no man was safe in Attica, so that 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 1; Lysias, Orat. xii. cont. Eratosth. 8. 97; 
Orat. xxxi. cont. Philon. s. 8, 9; Herakleid. Pontic. c. 5; Diogen. 
Laert. i. 98. 

3 Xenoph. Hellen. ]. c. ἦγον δὲ ἐκ τῶν χωρίων, ἵν᾽ αὐτοὶ καὶ of φίλοι 
τοὺς τούτων ἀγροὺς ἔχοιεν᾽ φευγόντων δὲ ἐς τὸν Πειραῖα, καὶ ἐντεῦθεν 
πολλοὺς ἄγοντες ἐνέπλησαν Μέγαρα καὶ Θήβας τῶν ὑποχωρούντων. 

δ Lysias, Or. xii. cont. Eratosth. 8. 49; Or. xxv. Democrat. Subvers. 
Apolog. 8. 20; Or. xxvi. cont. Evandr. s. 23. 

4 Aischinés, Fals. Legat. c. 24. p. 266, and cont. Ktesiph. c. 86. 
p. 455; Isokratés, Or. iv. Panegyr. 8. 131; Or. vii. Areopag. s. 76. 
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Athenian emigrants, many in great poverty and 
destitution, were multiplied throughout the neigh- 
bouring territories—in Megara, Thebes, Ordépus, 
Chalkis, Argos, &c.’ It was not everywhere that 
these distressed persons could obtain reception, for 
the Lacedemonian government, at the instance of 
the Thirty, issued an edict prohibiting all the mem- 
bers of their confederacy from harbouring fugitive 
Athenians ; an edict which these cities generously 
disobeyed’, though probably the smaller Pelopon- 
nesian cities complied. Without doubt this decree 
was procured by Lysander, while his influence still 
continued unimpaired. 

But it was not only against the lives, properties, 
and liberties of Athenian citizens that the Thirty 
made war. They were not less solicitous to extin- 
guish the intellectual force and education of the 
city ; a project so perfectly in harmony both with 
the sentiment and practice of Sparta, that they 
counted on the support of their foreign allies. 
Among the ordinances which they promulgated 
was one, expressly forbidding every one® ‘‘ to teach 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4,1; Diodor. xiv. 6; Lysias, Or. xxiv. 8. 28; 
Or. xxxi. cont. Philon. s. 10. 

2 Lysias, Or. xii. cont. Eratosth. 5. 98, 99--- παντάχοθεν ἐκκηρνττό- 
μενοι; Plutarch, Lysand. c. 99; Diodor. xiv. 6; Demosth. de Rhod. 
Libert. c. 10. 

δ᾽ Xenoph. Memor. i. 2, 31. Καὶ ἐν τοῖς νόμοις ἔγραψε, λόγων τέχνην 
μὴ Sddoxev.—Isokratés, cont. Sophist. Or. xiii. 5. 12, τὴν παίδευσιν 
τὴν τῶν λόγων. 

Plutarch (Themistoklés, c. 19) affirms that the Thirty oligarchs during 
their rule altered the position of the rostrum in the Pnyx (the place 
where the democratical public assemblies were held): the rostrum bad 
before looked towards the sea, but they turned it so as to make it look 
towards the land, because the maritime service and the associations 
connected with it were the chief stimulants of democratical sentiment. 
This story has been often copied and re-asserted as if it were an un- 
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the art of words” ; if I may be allowed to translate 
literally the Greek expression, which bore a most 
comprehensive signification, and denoted every in- 
tentional communication of logical, rhetorical or 
argumentative improvement—of literary criticism 
and composition—and of command over those po- 
litical and moral topics which formed the ordinary 
theme of discussion. Such was the species of in- 
struction which Sokratés and other Sophists, each 
in his own way, communicated to the Athenian 
youth. The great foreign Sophists (not Athenian), 
such as Prodikus and Protagoras had been, (though 
perhaps neither of these two was now alive) were 
doubtless no longer in the city under the calamitous 
circumstances which had been weighing upon every 
citizen since the defeat of AXgospotami. But there 
were abundance of native teachers or Sophists, in- 
ferior in merit to these distinguished names, yet still 
habitually employed, with more or less success, in 
communicating a species of instruction held indis- 
pensable to every liberal Athenian. The edict of 
the Thirty was in fact a general suppression of the 
higher class of teachers or professors, above the 
rank of the elementary teacher of letters or gram- 
matist. If such an edict could have been main- 
tained in force for a generation, combined with the 
other mandates of the Thirty—the city out of which 
Sophoklés and Euripidés had just died, and in which 
Plato and Isokratés were in vigorous age (the former 
twenty-five, the latter twenty-nine), would have 
been degraded to the intellectual level of the mean- 
doubted fact ; but M. Forchhammer (Topographie von Athen, p. 289, 


in Kieler, Philol. Studien. 1841) has shown it to be untrue and even 
absurd. ᾿ 
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est community in Greece. It was not uncommon 
for a Grecian despot to suppress all those assem- 
blies wherein youths came together for the purpose 
of common training, either intellectual or gymnastic; 
as well as the public banquets and clubs or associ- 
ations,—as being dangerous to his authority, and 
tending to elevation of courage, and to a conscious- 
ness of political rights among the citizens’. 

The enormities of the Thirty had provoked severe 


comments from the philosopher Sokratés, whose 7 


life was spent in conversation on instructive sub- 
jects with those young men who sought his society, 
though he never took money from any pupil. These 
comments had been made known to Kritias and 
Chariklés, who sent for him, reminded him of the 
prohibitive law, and peremptorily commanded him 
to abstain for the future from all conversation with 
youths. Sokratés met this order by putting some 
questions, to those who gave it, in his usual style 
of puzzling scrutiny ; destined to expose the vague- 
ness of the terms—and to draw the line, or rather 
to show that no definite line could be drawn—be- 
tween that which was permitted and that which was 
forbidden. But he soon perceived that his interro- 
gations produced only a feeling of disgust and wrath, 
menacing to his own safety. The tyrants ended by 
repeating their interdict in yet more peremptory 
terms, and by giving Sokratés to understand, that 
that they were not ignorant of the censures which 
he had cast upon them’. 

Though our evidence does not enable us to make 


Growing 


. . . insecurit 
out the precise dates of these various oppressions of the 


1 Aristot. Polit. v, 9, 2. * Xenoph. Memorab. i. 2, 33-39. 


Thirty. 


352 HISTORY OF GREECE. . [Pane IL. 


of the Thirty, yet it seems probable that this pro- 
hibition of teaching must have been among their 
earlier enactments; at any rate, considerably ante- 
rior to the death of Theramenés, and the general 
expulsion, out of the walls, of all except the privi- 
leged Three Thousand. ‘Their dominion continued, 
without any armed opposition made to it, for about 
eight months from the capture of Athens by Ly- 
sander—that is, from about April to December 
404 s.c. The measure of their iniquity then became 
full. They had accumulated against themselves, 
both in Attica and among the exiles in the circum- 
jacent territories, suffering and exasperated enemies 
—while they had lost the sympathy of Thebes, Me- 
gara, and Corinth—and were less heartily supported 
by Sparta. 

During these important eight months, the ge- 
neral feeling throughout Greece had become mate- 
rially different both towards Athens and towards 
Sparta. At the moment when the long war was first 
brought to a close—fear, antipathy, and vengeance 
against Athenshad been the reigning sentiment, both 
among the confederates of Sparta and among the re- 
volted members of the extinct Athenian empire ; a 
sentiment which prevailed among them indeed to a 
greater degree than among the Spartans themselves 
—who resisted it, and granted to Athens a capitula- 
tion at a time when many of their allies pressed for 
the harshest measures. To this resolution they were 
determined partly by the still remaining force of an- 
cient sympathy—partly by the odium which would 
have been sure to follow the act of expelling the 
Athenian population, however it might be talked of 
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beforehand as a meet punishment—partly too by the 
policy of Lysander, who contemplated the keeping 
of Athens in the same dependence on Sparta and 
on himself, and by the same means, as the other 
outlying cities in which he had planted his Deka- 
darchies. 

So soon as Athens was humbled, deprived of her 
fleet and walled port, and rendered innocuous—the 
great bond of common fear which had held the allies 
to Sparta disappeared ; and while the paramount 
antipathy on the part of those allies towards Athens 
gradually died away, a sentiment of jealousy and 
apprehension of Sparta sprang up in its place, on the 
part of the leading states among them. For such 
a sentiment there was more than one reason. Ly- 
sander had brought home not only a large sum of 
money, but valuable spoils of other kinds, and many 
captive triremes, at the close of the war. As the 
success had been achieved by the joint exertions of 
all the allies, so the fruits of it belonged in equity 
to all of them jointly—not to Sparta alone. The 
Thebans and Corinthians preferred a formal claim 
to be allowed to share; and if the other allies abs- 
tained from openly backing the demand, we may 
fairly presume that it was not from any different 
construction of the equity of the case, but from fear 
of offending Sparta. In the testimonial erected by 
Lysander at Delphi, commemorative of the triumph, 
he had included not only his own brazen statue, but 
that of each commander of the allied contingents ; 
thus formally admitting the allies to share in the 
honorary results, and tacitly sanctioning their claim 
to the lucrative results also. Nevertheless the de- 
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mand made by the Thebans and Corinthians was not 
only repelled, but almost resented as an insult; 
especially by Lysander, whose influence was at that 
moment almost omnipotent'. 

That the Lacedemonians should have withheld 
from the allies a share in this money, demonstrates 
still more the great ascendency of Lysander—be- 
cause there was a considerable party at Sparta itself, 
who protested altogether against the reception of so 
much gold and silver, as contrary to the ordinances 
of Lycurgus, and fatal to the peculiar morality of 
Sparta. An ancient Spartan, Skiraphidas or Phlogi-. 
das, took the lead in calling for exclusive adherence 
to the old Spartan money—heavy iron difficult to 
carry: nor was it without difficulty that Lysander 
and his friends obtained admission for the treasure 
into Sparta—under special proviso, that it should 
be for the exclusive purposes of the government, 
and that no private citizen should ever circulate 
gold or silver*. The existence of such traditionary 
repugnance among the Spartans would have seemed 
likely to induce them to be just towards their allies, 
since an equitable distribution of the treasure would 
have gone far to remove the difficulty; yet they 
nevertheless kept it all. 


1 Justin (vi. 10) mentions the demand thus made and refused. Plu- 
tarch (Lysand. c. 27) states the demand as having been made by the 
Thebans alone, which I disbelieve. Xenophon, according to the ge- 
neral disorderly arrangement of facts in his Iellenika, does not mention 
the circumstance in its proper place, but alludes to it on a subsequent 
occasion as having before occurred (Hellen. iii. 5,5). He also specifies 
by name no one but the Thebans as having actually made the demand ; 
but there is a subsequent passage, which shows that not only the Co- 
rinthians, but other allies also, sympathised in it (iii. 5, 12). 

? Plutarch, Lysand. c. 17; Plutarch, Institut. Lacon. p. 239. 
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But besides this special offence given to the allies, 
the conduct of Sparta in other ways showed that she 
intended to turn the victory to her own account. 
Lysander was at this moment all-powerful, playing 
his own game under the name of Sparta. His po- 
sition was far greater than that of the regent Pau- 
sanias had been after the victory of Platea; and 
his talents for making use of the position incompa- 
rably superior. The magnitude of his successes, as 
well as the eminent ability which he had displayed, 
justified abundant eulogy; but in his case, the eulogy 
was carried to the length of somethinglike worship. 
Altars were erected to him; pzans or hymns were 
composed in his honour; the Ephesians set up his 
statue in the temple of their Goddess Artemis, and 
the Samians not only erected a statue to him at 
Olympia, but even altered the name of their great 
festival—the Herzea—to Lysandria'. Several con- 
temporary poets—Antilochus, Choerilus, Nikératus, 
and Antimachus—devoted themselves to sing his 
glories and profit by his rewards. 

Such excess of flattery was calculated to turn the 
head even of the most virtuous Greek : with Lysan- 
der, it had the effect of substituting, in place of that 
assumed smoothness of manner with which he began 
his command, an insulting harshness and arrogance 
corresponding to the really unmeasured ambition 
which he cherished*®. His ambition prompted him 
to aggrandise Sparta separately, without any thought 
of her allies, in order to exercise dominion in her 


1 Pausanias, vi. 3,6. The Samian oligarchical party owed their re- 
cent restoration to Lysander. 
2 Plutarch, Lysand. c. 18, 19. 
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name. He had already established Dekadarchies, 
or oligarchies of Ten, in many of the insular and 
Asiatic cities, and an oligarchy of Thirty in Athens ; 
all composed of vehement partisans chosen by him- 
self, dependent upon him for support, and devoted to 
his objects. To the eye of an impartial observer in 
Greece, it seemed as if all these cities had been con- 
verted into dependencies of Sparta, and were in- 
tended to be held in that condition ; under Spartan 
authority, exercised by and through Lysander’. In- 
stead of that general freedom which had been pro- 
mised as an incentive to revolt against Athens, a 
Spartan empire had been constituted in place of the 
extinct Athenian—with a tribute, amounting to 1000 
talents annually, intended to be assessed upon the 
component cities and islands*. Such at least was 
the scheme of Lysander, though it never reached 
complete execution. 

It is easy to see that under such a state of feeling 
on the part of the allies of Sparta, the enormities 
perpetrated by the Thirty at Athens and by the 
Lysandrian dekadarchies in the other cities, would 
be heard with sympathy for the sufferers —and with- 
out that strong anti-Athenian sentiment which had 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 30. Οὕὔτω δὲ προχωρούντων, Παυσανίας ὁ 
βασιλεὺς (of Sparta), φθονήσας Λυσάνδρῳ εἰ κατειργιισμένος ταῦτα ἅμα 
μὲν εὐδοκιμήσοι, ἅμα δὲ ἰδίας ποιήσοιτο τὰς ᾿Αθήνας, πείσας 
τῶν ᾿Εφόρων τρεῖς, ἐξάγει φρουράν. Ἐυνείποντο δὲ καὶ οἱ ξύμμαχοι 
πάντες, πλὴν Βοιωτῶν καὶ Κορινθίων. Οὗτοι δ᾽ ἔλεγον μὲν ὅτι οὐ νομί- 
ζοιεν εὐορκεῖν ἂν στρατενόμενοι ἐπ᾽ ᾿Αθηναίους, μηδὲν παράσπονδον ποι- 
ouvras’ ἔπραττον δὲ ταῦτα, ὅτι ἐγίγνωσκον Λακεδαιμονίους 
βουλομένους τὴν τῶν ᾿Αθηναίων χώραν οἰκείαν καὶ πιστὴν 
ποιήσασθαι. Compare also iii. 5, 12, 13, respecting the sentiments 
entertained in Greece about the conduct of the Lacedsmonians. 

2 Diodor. xiv. 10-13. 
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reigned a few months before. But—what was of still 
greater importance—even at Sparta itself, opposition 
began to spring up against the measures and the 
person of Lysander. If the leading men at Sparta 
had felt jealous even of Brasidas, who offended 
them only by unparalleled success and merit as a 
commander'—much more would the same feeling 
be aroused against Lysander, who displayed an 
overweening insolence, and was worshiped with an 
ostentatious flattery, not inferior to that of Pausa- 
nias after the battle of Platea. Another Pausanias, 
son of Pleistoanax, was now king of Sparta, in con- 
junction with Agis. Upon him the feeling of jea- 
lousy against Lysander told with especial force, as 
it did afterwards upon Agesilaus the successor of 
Agis ; not unaccompanied probably with suspicion 
(which subsequent events justified) that Lysander 
was alming at some interference with the regal 
privileges. Nor is it unfair to suppose that Pau- 
sanias was animated by motives more patriotic than 
mere jealousy, and that the rapacious cruelty, which 
everywhere dishonoured the new oligarchies, both 
shocked his better feelings and inspired him with 
fears for the stability of the system. A farther 
circumstance which weakened the influence of Ly- 
sander at Sparta was the annual change of Ephors, 
which took place about the end of September or 
beginning of October. Those Ephors under whom 
his grand success and the capture of Athens had 
been consummated, and who had lent themselves 
entirely to his views, passed out of office in Sep- 


1 Thucyd. iv. 
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tember 404 B.c., and gave place to others more 
disposed to second Pausanias. 

I remarked, in the preceding chapter, how much 
more honourable for Sparta, and how much less un- 
fortunate for Athens and for the rest of Greece, the 
close of the Peloponnesian war would have been— 
if Kallikratidas had gained and survived the battle 
of Arginusz, so as to close it then, and to acquire 
for himself that personal ascendency which the 
victorious general was sure to exercise over the nu- 
merous re-arrangements consequent on peace. We 
see how important the personal character of the 
general so placed was, when we follow the proceed- 
ings of Lysander during the year after the battle of 
AEgospotami. His personal views were the grand 
determining circumstance throughout Greece ; re- 
gulating both the measures of Sparta and the fate 
of the conquered cities. Throughout the latter, 
rapacious and cruel oligarchies were organized—of 
Ten in most cities, but of Thirty in Athens—all 
acting under the power and protection of Sparta, 
but in real subordination to his ambition. Because 
he happened to be under the influence of a selfish 
thirst for power, the measures of Sparta were di- 
vested not merely of all Pan-hellenic spirit, but even, 
to a great degree, of reference toher own confederates 
——and concentrated upon the acquisition of imperial 
preponderance for herself. Now if Kallikratidas 
had been the ascendent person at this critical junc- 
ture, not only such narrow and baneful impulses 
would have been comparatively inoperative, but the 
leading state would have been made to set the ex- 
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ample of recommending, of organizing, and if neces- 
sary, of enforcing, arrangements favourable to Pan- 
hellenic brotherhood. Kallikratidas would not only 
have refused to lend himself to Dekadarchies govern- 
ing by his force and for his purposes, in the subordi- 
nate cities—but he would have discountenanced such 
conspiracies, wherever they tended to arise sponta- 
neously. No ruffian like Kritias, no crafty schemer 
like Theramenés, would have reckoned upon his aid 
as they presumed upon the friendship of Lysander. 
Probably he would have left the government of each 
city to its own natural tendencies, oligarchical or 
democratical ; interfering only in special cases of 
actual and pronounced necessity. Now the influence 
of an ascendent state, employed for such purposes 
and emphatically discarding all private ends for the 
accomplishment of a stable Pan-hellenic sentiment 
and fraternity—employed too thus, at a moment 
when so many of the Greek towns were in the throes 
of re-organization, having to take up a new political 
course in reference to the altered circumstances— 
is an element of which the force could hardly have 
failed to be prodigious as well as beneficial. What 
degree of positive good might have been wrought, 
by a noble-minded victor under such special cir- 
cumstances—we cannot presume to affirm in detail. 
But it would have been no mean advantage, to have 
preserved Greece from beholding and feeling such 
enormous powers in the hands of a man like Ly- 
sander; through whose management the worst 
tendencies of an imperial city were studiously mag- 
nified by the exorbitance of individual ambition. 
It was to him exclusively that the Thirty in Athens, 
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and the Dekadarchies elsewhere, owed both their 
existence and their means of oppression. | 

It has been necessary thus to explain the general 
changes which had gone on in Greece and in Grecian 
feeling during the eight months succeeding the 
capture of Athens in March 404 B.c., in order that 
we may understand the position of the Thirty oli- 
garchs or Tyrants at Athens, and of the Athenian 
population both in Attica and in exile, about the be- 
ginning of December in the same year—the period 
which we have now reached. We see how it was 
that Thebes, Corinth, and Megara, who in March 
had been the bitterest enemies of the Athenians, 
had now become alienated both from Sparta and 
from the Lysandrian Thirty, whom they viewed as 
viceroys of Athens for separate Spartan benefit. 
We see how the basis was thus laid of sympathy 
for the suffering exiles who fled from Attica; a 
feeling which the recital of the endless enormities 
perpetrated by Kritias and his colleagues inflamed 
every day more and more. We discern at the same 
time how the Thirty, while thus incurring enmity 
both in and out of Attica, were at the same time 
losing the hearty support of Sparta, from the decline 
of Lysander’s influence, and the growing opposition 
of his rivals at home. 

In spite of formal prohibition from Sparta—ob- 
tained doubtless under the influence of Lysander— 
the Athenian emigants had obtained shelter in all the 
states bordering on Attica. It was from Beeotia 
that they struck the first blow. Thrasybulus, 
Anytus, and Archinus, starting from Thebes with 
the sympathy of the Theban public and with sub- 
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stantial aid from Ismenias and other wealthy citizens 
—at the head of a small band of exiles stated va- 
riously at 30, 60, 70, or somewhat above 100 men'!, 
—seized Phylé, a frontier fortress in the mountains 
north of Attica, lying on the direct road between 
Athens and Thebes. — Probably it had no garrison ; 
for the Thirty, acting in the interest of Lacedzemo- 
nian predominance, had dismantled all the out- 
lying fortresses in Attica*; so that Thrasybulus ac- 
complished his purpose without resistance. The 
Thirty marched oat from Athens to attack him, at 
the head of a powerful force, comprising the Lace- 
dzemonian hoplites who formed their guard, the 
Three Thousand privileged citizens, and all the 
Knights or Horsemen. Probably the small company 
of Thrasybulus was reinforced by fresh accessions 
of exiles, as soon.as he was known to have occupied 
the fort. For by the time that the Thirty with their 
assailing force arrived, he was in condition to repel 
a vigorous assault made by the younger soldiers, 
with considerable loss to the aggressors. 
Disappointed in this direct attack, the Thirty 
laid plans for blockading Phylé, where they knew 
that there was no stock of provisions. But hardly 
had their operations commenced, when a snow- 
storm fell, so abundant and violent, that they 
were forced to abandon their position and retire 


? Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 2; Diodor. xiv. 32; Pausan. i. 29, 3; Ly- 
sias, Or. xiii. cont. Agorat. sect. 84; Justin, v.9; schinés cont. Kte- 
siphon. c. 62. p. 437 ; Demosth. cont. Timokrat. c. 34. p.742. schinés 
allots more than 100 followers to the captors of Phylé. 

The sympathy which the Athenian exiles found at Thebes is attested 
in a fragment of Lysias—ap. Dionys. Hal. Jud. de Lysid, p. 594 (Fragm. 
47, ed. Bekker). 

3 Lysias, Or. xii. cont. Eratosth. 5. 41. p. 124. 
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to Athens, leaving much of their baggage in the 
hands of the garrison at Phylé. In the language of 
Thrasybulus, this storm was characterized as provi- 
dential, since the weather had been very fine until 
the moment preceding—and since it gave time to 
receive reinforcements which made him 700 strong!. 
Though the weather was such, that the Thirty did 
not choose to keep their main force in the neigh- 
bourhood of Phylé, and perhaps the Three Thousand 
themselves were not sufficiently hearty in the cause 
to allow it—yet they sent their Lacedemonians and 
two tribes of Athenian Horsemen to restrain the 
excursions of the garrison. This body Thrasybulus 
contrived to attack by surprise. Descending from 
Phylé by night, he halted within a quarter of a mile 
of their position until a little before daybreak, when 
the night-watch had just broken up*, and when the 
grooms were making a noise in rubbing down the 
horses. Just at that moment the hoplites from Phylé 
rushed upon them at a running pace—tound every 
man unprepared and some even in their beds—and 
dispersed them with scarcely any resistance. One 
hundred and twenty hoplites and a few horsemen 
were slain, while abundance of arms and stores were 
captured and carried back to Phylé in triumphs. 
News of the defeat was speedily conveyed to the 
city, from whence the remaining Horsemen imme- 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 2, 5, 14. 

5. See an analogous case of a Lacedeemonian army surprised by the 
Thebans at this dangerous hour—Xenoph. Hellen. vii. i. 16: compare 
Xenoph. Magistr. Equit. vii. 12. 

3 Xenoph. Hellen. ἢ. 4,5, 7. Diodorus (xiv. 32, 33) represents the 
occasion of this battle somewhat differently. 1 follow the account of 
Xenophon. 
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diately came forth to the rescue, but could do no- 
thing more than protect the carrying off of the dead. 

This successful engagement sensibly changed the 
relative situation of parties in Attica; encouraging 
the exiles as much as it depressed the Thirty. Even 
among the partisans of the latter at Athens, dissen- 
sion began to arise: the minority which had sym- 
pathised with Theramenés, as well as that portion of 
the Three Thousand who were least compromised 
as accomplices in the recent enormities, began to 
waver so manifestly in their allegiance, that Kritias 
and his colleagues felt some doubt of being able to 
maintain themselves in the city. They resolved to 
secure Eleusis and the island of Salamis, as places 
of safety and resource in case of being compelled to 
evacuate Athens. They accordingly went to Eleusis 
with a considerable number of the Athenian Horse- 
men ; under pretence of examining into the strength 
of the place and the number of its defenders, so as 
to determine what amount of farther garrison would 
be necessary. All the Eleusinians disposed and 
qualified for armed service were ordered to come in 
person and give in their names to the Thirty’, in a 
building having its postern opening on to the sea- 
beach ; along which were posted the Horsemen and 
the attendants from Athens. Each Eleusinian 
hoplite, after having presented himself and returned 
his name to the Thirty, was ordered to pass out 
through this exit, where each man successively 

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 8. I apprehend that ἀπογράφεσθαι here 
refers to prospective military service; as in vi. 5, 29, and in Cyropeed. 
i. 1, 18, 19. The words in the context—mdons φυλακῆς προσδεή- 


co.vro—attest that such is the meaning; though the commentators, 
and Sturz in his Lexicon Xenophonteum, interpret differently. 
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found himself in the power of the Horsemen, and 
was fettered by the attendants. Lysimachus, the 
Hipparch or commander of the Horsemen, was 
directed to convey all these prisoners to Athens, 
and hand them over to the custody of the Eleven!. 
Having thus seized and carried away from Eleusis 
every citizen whose sentiments or whose energy 
they suspected, and having left a force of their 
own adherents in the place, the Thirty returned to 
Athens. At the same time, it appears, a similar 
visit and seizure of prisoners was made by some 
of them in Salamis*. On the next day, they 
convoked at Athens all their Three Thousand pri- 
vileged hoplites—together with all the remaining 
horsemen who had not been employed at Eleusis 
or Salamis—in the Odeon, half of which was oc- 
cupied by the Lacedemonian garrison all under 
arms. ‘‘ Gentlemen (said Kritias, addressing his 
countrymen), we keep up the government not 
less for your benefit than for our own. You must 
therefore share with us in the danger, as well as in 
the honour of our position. Here are these Eleu- 
sinian prisoners awaiting sentence: you must pass 
a vote condemning them all to death, in order that 
your hopes and fears may be identified with ours.” 
He then pointed to a spot immediately before him 
and in his view, directing each man to deposit upon 
it his pebble of condemnation visibly to every one’, 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 8. 

3 Both Lysias (Orat. xii. cont. Eratosth. 5. 53; Orat. xiii. cont. 
Agorat. 5. 47) and Diodorus (xiv. 32) connect together these two similar 
proceedings at Eleusis and at Salamis. Xenophon mentions only the 
affair at Eleusis. 

2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4,9. Δείξας δέ re χώριον, ἐς τοῦτο ἐκέλευσε 
φανερὰν φέρειν τὴν ψῆφον. Compare Lysias, Or. xui. cont. Ago- 
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I have before remarked that at Athens, open voting 
was well known to be the same thing as voting 
under constraint : there was no security for free and 
genuine suffrage except by making it secret as well 
as numerous. Kritias was obeyed, without reserve 
or exception: probably any dissentient would have 
been put to death on the spot. ΑἹ] the prisoners, 
seemingly three hundred in number’, were con- 
demned by the same vote, and executed forth- 
with. | 

Though this atrocity gave additional satisfaction 
and confidence to the most violent friends of Kri- 
tias, it probably alienated a greater number of 
others, and weakened the Thirty instead of strength- 
ening them. It contributed in part, we can hardly 
doubt, to the bold and decisive resolution now taken 
by Thrasybulus, five days after his late success, of 
marching by night from Phylé to Peireus*. His 
force, though somewhat increased, was still no more 
than 1000 men ; altogether inadequate by itself to 
any considerable enterprise, had he not counted on 
positive support and junction from fresh comrades, 
together with a still greater amount of negative 
support from disgust or indifference towards the 
Thirty. He was indeed speedily joined by many 
sympathising countrymen, but few of them, since 
the general disarming manceuvre of the oligarchs, 
had heavy armour. Some had light shields and 


rat. 5. 40, and Thucyd. iv. 74, about the conduct of the Megarian oli- 
garchical leaders—xai τούτων περὶ ἀναγκάσαντες τὸν δῆμον ψῆφον φα- 
γερὰν διενεγκεῖν, &c. 

1 Lysias (Orat. xii. cont. Eratosth. 5. 53) gives this number. 

? Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 10, 13. ἡμέραν πέμπτην, &e. 
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darts, but others were wholly unarmed, and could 
merely serve as throwers of stones’. 

Peirzeus was at this moment an Open town, de- 
prived of its fortifications as well as of those Long 
Walls which had so long connected it with Athens. 
It was however of large compass, and required an 
ampler force to defend it than Thrasybulus could 
muster. Accordingly, when the Thirty marched out 
of Athens the next morning to attack him, with 
their full force of Athenian hoplites and Horsemen, 
and with the Lacedemonian garrison besides—he 
in vain attempted to maintain against them the great 
carriage-road which led down to Peirzus. He was 
compelled to concentrate his forces in Munychia— 
the easternmost portion of the aggregate called Pei- 
reus, nearest to the Bay of Phalérum, and com- 
prising one of those three ports which had once 
sustained the naval power of Athens. Thrasybulus 
occupied the temple of Artemis Munychia, and the 
adjoining Bendideion, situated in the midst of Mu- 
nychia, and accessible only by a street of steep 
ascent. In the rear of his hoplites, whose files were 
ten deep, were posted the darters and slingers ; the 
ascent being so steep that these latter could cast their 
unissiles over the heads of the hoplites in their front. 
Presently Kritias and the Thirty, having first mus- 
tered in the market-place of Peirzus (called the Hip- 
podamian Agora), were seen approaching with their 
superior numbers ; mounting the hill in close array, 
with hoplites not less than fifty in depth. Thrasy- 
bulus, after an animated exhortation to his soldiers, 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 12. 
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in which he reminded them of the wrongs which 
they had to avenge, and dwelt upon the advan- 
tages of their position, which exposed the close ranks 
of the enemy to the destructive effect of missiles, 
and would force them to crouch under their shields 
so as to be unable to resist a charge with the spear 
- in front—waited patiently until they came within 
distance, standing in the foremost rank with the 
prophet (habitually consulted before a battle) by 
his side. The latter, a brave and devoted patriot, 
while promising victory, had exhorted his comrades 
not to charge until some one on their own side 
should be slain or wounded: he at the same time 
predicted his own death in the conflict. When 
the troops of the Thirty advanced near enough in 
ascending the hill, the light-armed in the rear of 
Thrasybulus poured upon them a shower of darts 
over the heads of their own hoplites, with consider- 
able effect. As they seemed to waver, seeking to 
cover themselves with their shields and thus not 
seeing well before them—the prophet, himself seem- 
ingly in arms, set the example of rushing forward, 
was the first to close with the enemy, and perished 
in the onset. Thrasybulus with the main body of 
hoplites followed him, charged vigorously down the 
hill, and after a smart resistance, drove them back in 
disorder, with the loss of seventy men. What was 
of still greater moment — Kritias and Hippomachus, 
who headed their troops on the left, were among the 
slain ; together with Charmidés son of Glaukon, one 
of the ten oligarchs who had been placed to manage 
Peirzus'. 
Ὁ Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4 12, 20. 


368 HISTORY OF GREECE. [Parr II. 


Colloquy This great and important advantage left the troops 

uring the . . 

burial-truce of Thrasybulus in passession of seventy of the ene- 

of Klee.” my’s dead, whom they stripped of their arms, but not 

kritu. of their clothing, in token of respect for fellow-coun- 
trymen'. So disheartened, lukewarm, and disunited 
were the hoplites of the Thirty, in spite of their great 
superiority of number, that they sent to solicit the 
usual truce for burying the dead. This was of course 
granted, and the two contending parties became 
intermingled with each other in the performance of 
the funereal duties. Amidst so impressive a scene, 
their common feelings as Athenians and fellow- 
countrymen were forcibly brought back, and many 
friendly observations were interchanged among 
them. Kleokritus—herald of the Mysts or com- 
municants in the Eleusinian mysteries, belonging 
to one of the most respected Gentes in the state— 
was among the exiles. His voice was peculiarly 
loud, and the function which he held enabled him 
to obtain silence while he addressed to the citizens 
serving with the Thirty a touching and emphatic 
remonstrance :—‘* Why are you thus driving us into 
banishment, fellow-citizens ? Why are you seeking 
to kill us? We have never done you the least 
harm: we have partaken with you in religious rites 
and festivals—we have been your companions in 
chorus, in school, and in army—we have braved a 
thousand dangers with you by land and sea in de- 
fence of our common safety and freedom. I adjure 
you by our common gods, paternal and maternal— 
by our common kindred and companionship—desist 
from thus wronging your country in obedience to 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. u. 4, 19; Cornel. Nepos, Thrasybul. c. 2. 


Cuar. LXV.) DOWNFALL OF THE THIRTY. 369 


these nefarious Thirty, who have slain as many citi- 
zens in eight months, for their own private gains, 
as the Peloponnesians in ten years of war. These 
are the men who have plunged us into wicked and 
odious war one against another, when we might live 
together in peace. Be assured that your slain in 
this battle have cost us as many tears as they have 
cost you’.”’ 

Such affecting appeals, proceeding from a man of 
respected station like Kleokritus and doubtless from 
others also, began to work so sensibly on the minds 


of the citizens from Athens, that the Thirty were [27% 


obliged to give orders for immediately returning, 
which Thrasybulus did not attempt to prevent, 


though it might have been in his power to do 803. T 


But their ascendency had received a shock from 
which it never fully recovered. On the next day 
they appeared downcast and dispirited in the senate, 
which wag itself thinly attended; while the privi- 
leged Three Thousand, marshaled in different com- 
panies on guard, were everywhere in discord and 
partial mutiny. Those among them who had been 
most compromised in the crimes of the Thirty, were 
strenuous in upholding the existing authority ; while 
such as had been less guilty protested against the 
continuance of such unholy war, and declared that 
the Thirty should not be permitted to bring Athens 
to utter ruin. And though the horsemen still con- 
tinued steadfast partisans, resolutely opposing all 
accommodation with the exiles’, yet the Thirty were 

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 22. 

2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4,22; Lysias, Orat. xii. cont. Eratosth. 5. 55— 


ol μὲν yap ἐκ Πειραιέως κρείττους ὄντες εἴασαν αὐτοὺς ἀπελθεῖν, &c. 


8. Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 24. 
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farther weakened by the death of Kritias—the as- 
cendent and decisive head, and at the same time 
the most cruel and unprincipled among them; 
while that party, both in the senate and out of it, 
which had formally adhered to Theramenés, now 
again raised its head. A public meeting among 
them was held, in which what may be called the 
Opposition party among the Thirty—that which 
had opposed the extreme enormities of Kritias— 
became predominant. It was determined to depose 
the Thirty, and to constitute a fresh oligarchy of 
Ten, one from each tribe'. But the members of 
the Thirty were individually re-eligible ; so that two 
of them, Eratosthenés and Pheidon, if not more— 
adherents of Theramenés and unfriendly to Kritias 
and Chariklés*——with others of the same vein of sen- 
timent, were chosen among the Ten. Chariklés and 
the more violent members, having thus lost their 
ascendency, no longer deemed themselves safe at 
_ Athens, but retired to Eleusis, which they had had 
the precaution to occupy beforehand. Probably a 
number of their partisans, and the Lacedzemonian 
garrison also, retired thither along with them. 

The nomination of this new oligarchy of Ten was 
plainly a compromise, adopted by some from sincere 
disgust at the oligarchical system and desire to come 
to accommodation with the exiles—by others, from 
a conviction that the only way of maintaining the 
oligarchical system, and repelling the exiles, was to 
constitute a new oligarchidal Board, dismissing that 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 23. 
2 Lysias, Orat. xii. cont. Eratosth. 5. 55, 56—oi δοκοῦντες εἶναι ἐναν- 
τιώτατοι Χαρικλεῖ καὶ Κριτίᾳ καὶ τῇ τούτων ératpeia, &e. 
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which had become obnoxious. The latter was the 
purpose of the Horsemen, the main upholders of the 
first Board as well as of the second ; and such also 
was soon seen to be the policy of Eratosthenés and 
his colleagues. Instead of attempting to agree upon 
terms of accommodation with the exiles in Peirzeus 
generally, they merely tried to corrupt separately 
Thrasybulus and the leaders, offering to admit ten of 
them to ashare of the oligarchical power at Athens, 
provided they would betray their party. This offer 
having been indignantly refused, the war was again 
resumed between Athens and Peirzeus—to the bitter 
disappointment, not less of the exiles, than of that 
portion of the Athenians who had hoped better things 
from the new Board of Ten'. 

But the forces of oligarchy were seriously en- 
feebled at Athens*, as well by the secession of all 
the more violent spirits to Eleusis, as by the mis- 
trust, discord, and disaffection which now reigned 
within the city. Far from being able to abuse 
power like their predecessors, the Ten did not even 
fully confide in their Three Thousand hoplites, but 
were obliged to take measures for the defence of 
the city in conjunction with the Hipparch and the 
Horsemen, who did double duty—on horseback 
in the daytime, and as hoplites with their shields 
along the walls at night, for fear of surprise—em- 
ploying the Odeon as their head-quarters. The Ten 
sent envoys to Sparta to solicit farther aid ; while 


1 The facts which I have here set down result from a comparison of 
Lysias, Orat. xii. cont. Eratosth. 5. 53, 59, 94---Φείδων, αἱρεθεὶς ὑμᾶς 
διαλλάξαι καὶ καταγαγεῖν. Diodor. xiv. 32; Justin, v. 9. 

3 Isokratés, Or. xviii. cont. Kallinach. s. 25. 
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the Thirty sent envoys thither also, from Eleusis, 
for the same purpose; both representing that the 
Athenian people had revolted from Sparta, and re- 
quired farther force to reconquer them’. 

Such foreign aid became daily more necessary to 
them, since the forces of Thrasybulus in Peirzus 
grew stronger, before their eyes, in numbers, in 
arms, and in hope of success ; exerting themselves, 
with successful energy, to procure additional arms 
and shields—though some of the shields, indeed, 
were no better than wood-work or wicker-work 
whitened over?. Many exiles flocked in to their 
aid, while others sent donations of money or arms: 
among the latter the orator Lysias stood conspicu- 
ous, transmitting to Peirzeus a present of 200 shields 
as well as 2000 drachms in money, and hiring be- 
sides 300 fresh soldiers ; while his friend Thrasy- 
deus, the leader of the democratical interest at 
Elis, was induced to furnish a loan of two talents?. 
Others also lent money ; some Bceotians furnished 
two talents, and a person named Gelarchus contri- 
buted the large sum of five talents, repaid in after- 
times by the people*. Proclamation was made by 
Thrasybulus, that all metics who would lend aid 
should be put on the footing of isotely, or equal 
payment of taxes with citizens, exempt from the 
metic-tax and other special burthens. Within a 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 24, 28. 2. Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 25. 

8 Plutarch, Vit. X. Orator. p. 835; Lysias, Or. xxxi. cont. Philon. 
s. 19-34. 

Lysias and his brother had carried on a manufactory of shields at 
Athens. The Thirty had plundered it; but some of the stock probably 
escaped. 

4 Demosth. cont. Leptin. c. 32. p. 502; Lysias cont. Nikomach. 
Or. xxx. 8. 29. 
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short time he had got together a considerable force 
both in heavy-armed and light-armed, and even 
seventy horsemen ; so that he was in condition to 
make excursions out of Peirzus, and to collect wood 
and provisions. Nor did the Ten venture to make 
any aggressive movement out of Athens, except so 
far as to send out the Horsemen, who slew or 
captured stragglers from the force of Thrasybulus. 
Lysimachus the Hipparch (the same who had com- 
manded under the Thirty at the seizure of the Eleu- 
sinian citizens) having made prisoners some young 
Athenians bringing in provisions from the country 
for the consumption of the troops in Peireus, put 
them to death—in spite of remonstrances from se- 
veral even of his own men ; for which cruelty Thra- 
sybulus retaliated, by putting to death a horseman 
named Kallistratus, made prisoner in one of their 
marches to the neighbouring villages’. 

In the established civil war which now raged in 
Attica, Thrasybulus and the exiles in Peirzeus had 
decidedly the advantage ; maintaining the offensive, 
while the Ten in Athens, and the remainder of 
the Thirty at Eleusis, were each thrown upon their 
defence. The division of the oligarchical force into 
these two sections doubtless weakened both, while 
the democrats in Peirzeus were hearty and united. 
Presently however the arrival of a Spartan auxiliary 
force altered the balance of parties. Lysander, 
whom the oligarchical envoys had expressly re- 
quested to be sent to them as general, prevailed with 
the Ephors to grant their request. While he bim- 
self went to Eleusis and got together a Peloponne- 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 27. 
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sian land-force, his brother Libys conducted a fleet 
of forty triremes to block up Peirzeus, and 100 talents 
were lent to the Athenian oligarchs out of the large 
sum recently brought from Asia into the Spartan 
treasury '. 

The arrival of Lysander brought the two sections 
of oligarchs in Attica again into co-operation, re- 
strained the progress of Thrasybulus, and even re- 
duced Peirzus to great straits by preventing all 
entry of ships or stores. Nor could anything have 
prevented it from being reduced to surrender, if 
Lysander had been allowed free scope in his opera- 
tions. But the general sentiment of Greece had by 
this time become disgusted with his ambitious policy, 
and with the oligarchies which he had everywhere 
set up as his instruments ; a sentiment not without 
influence on the feelings of the leading Spartans, 
who, already jealous of his ascendency, were deter- 
mined not to increase it farther by allowing him to 
conquer Attica a second time, in order to plant his 
own creatures as rulers at Athens®. 

Under the influence of these feelings, King Pau- 
sanias obtained the consent of three out of the five 
Ephors to undertake himself an expedition into 
Attica, at the head of the forces of the confederacy, 
for which he immediately issued proclamation. Op- 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 28; Diodor. xiv. 33; Lysias, Orat. xii. cont. 
Eratosth. s. 60. 

2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 29. Ovrw δὲ προχωρούντων, Παυσανίας ὁ 
βασιλεὺς, φθονήσας Λυσάνδρῳ, εἰ κατειργασμένος ταῦτα ἅμα μὲν evdo- 
κιμήσοι, ἅμα δὲ ἰδίας ποιήσοιτο τὰς ᾿Αθήνας, πείσας τῶν ᾿Εφόρων τρεῖς, 
ἐξάγει φρουράν. 

Diodor. xiv. 33. Παυσανίας δὲ....., φθονῶν μὲν τῷ Λυσάνδρῳ, θεωρῶν 
δὲ τὴν Σπάρτην ἀδοξοῦσαν παρὰ τοῖς Ἕλλησι, &e. 

Plutarch, Lysand. c. 21. 
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posed to the political tendencies of Lysander, he was 
somewhat inclined to sympathise with the demo- 
cracy, not merely at Athens, but elsewhere also— 
as at Mantineia'. It was probably understood that 
his intentions towards Athens were lenient and anti- 
Lysandrian, so that the Peloponnesian allies obeyed 
the summons generally: yet the Boeotians and Co- 
rinthians still declined, on the ground that Athens 
had done nothing to violate the late convention ; a 
remarkable proof of the altered feelings of Greece 
during the last year, since down to the period of that 
convention, these two states had been more bitterly 
hostile to Athens than any others in the confede- 
racy. They suspected that even the expedition of 
Pausanias was projected with selfish Lacedzemonian 
views, to secure Attica as a separate dependency of 
Sparta, though detached from Lysander’. 

On approaching Athens, Pausanias, joined by His dispo- 
Lysander and the forces already in Attica, encamped favourable 
in the garden of the Academy near the city gates. yucky? 
His sentiments were sufficiently known beforehand sgeinst the 
to offer encouragement; so that the vehement re- Thirty. 
action against the atrocities of the Thirty, which 
the presence of Lysander had doubtless stifled, burst 
forth without delay. The surviving relatives of the 
victims slain beset him even at the Academy in his 
camp, with prayers for protection and cries of ven- 
geance against the oligarchs. Among those victims 
(as I have already stated) were Nikératus the son, 
and Eukratés the brother, of Nikias who had pe- 
rished at Syracuse, the friend and proxenus of Sparta 
at Athens. The orphan children, both of Nikératus 


? Xenoph. Hellen. v. 2, 3. 3 Xenoph. Hellen. uu. 4, 30. 
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and Eukratés, were taken to Pausanias by their 
relative Diognétus, who implored his protection for 
them, recounting at the same time the unmerited 
execution of their respective fathers, and setting 
forth their family claims upon the justice of Sparta. 
This affecting incident, which has been specially 
made known to us!, doubtless did not stand alone, 
among so many families suffering from the same 
cause. Pausanias was furnished at once with ample 
grounds, not merely for repudiating the Thirty alto- 
gether, and sending back the presents which they 
tendered to him*—but even for refusing to identify 
himself unreservedly with the new Oligarchy of Ten 
which had risen upon their ruins. ‘The voice of 
complaint—now for the first time set free, with some 
hopes of redress—must have been violent and un- 
measured, after such a career as that of Kritias and 
his colleagues ; while the fact was now fully mani- 
fested, which could not well have come forth into 
evidence before, that the persons despoiled and 
murdered had been chiefly opulent men, and very 
frequently even oligarchical men—not politicians of 
the former democracy. Both Pausanias, and the La- 
cedemonians along with him, on reaching Athens, 
must have been strongly affected by the facts which 
they learnt, and by the loud cry for sympathy and 
redress which poured upon them from the most in- 


1 Lysias, Or. xviii. De Bonis Nici Frat. 9. 8-10. 

> Lysias, ut sup. s. 11, 12. ὅθεν Παυσανίας ἤρξατο εὔνους εἶναι τῷ 
δήμῳ, παράδειγμα ποιούμενος πρὸς τοὺς ἄλλους Λακεδαιμονίους ras ἡμε- 
τέρας συμφορὰς τῆς τῶν τριάκοντα πονηρίας....... 

Οὕτω δ᾽ ἡλεούμεθα, καὶ πᾶσι δεινὰ ἐδοκοῦμεν πεπονθέναι, ὥστε Παυσα- 
vias τὰ μὲν παρὰ τῶν τριάκοντα ξένια οὐκ ἠθέλησε λαβεῖν, τὰ δὲ παρ᾽ 
ἡμῶν ἐδέξατο. 
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nocent and respected families. The predisposition 
both of the King and the Ephors against the policy 
of Lysander was materially strengthened—as well 
as their inclination to bring about an accommoda- 
tion of parties, instead of upholding by foreign force 
an anti-popular Few. 


Such convictions would become farther confirmed P 


as Pausanias saw and heard more of the real state 
of affairs. At first he held a language decidedly 
adverse to Thrasybulus and the exiles, sending to 
them a herald, and requiring them to disband and 
go to their respective homes!. ‘The requisition not 
being obeyed, he made a faint attack upon Peireus, 
which had no effect. Next day he marched down 
with two Lacedemonian more or large military di- 
visions, and three tribes of the Athenian Horsemen, 
to reconnoitre the place, and see where a line of 
blockade could be drawn. Some light troops an- 
noyed him, but his troops repulsed them, and pur- 
sued them even as far as the theatre of Peirzus, 
where all the forces of Thrasybulus were mustered, 
heavy-armed as well as light-armed. The Lace- 
deemonians were here in a disadvantageous position, 
probably in the midst of houses and streets, so that 
all the light-armed of Thrasybulus were enabled to 
set upon them furiously from different sides, and 
drive them out again with loss—two of the Spartan 
polemarchs being here slain. Pausanias was obliged 
to retreat to a little eminence about half a mile 
off, where he mustered his whole force, and formed 


 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 31. This seems the meaning of the phrase 
ἀπιέναι ἐπὶ τὰ ἑαυτῶν ; as we may see by s. 38. 
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his hoplites into a very deep phalanx. Thrasybulus 
on his side was so encouraged by the recent success 
of his light-armed, that he ventured to bring out 
his heavy-armed, only eight deep, to an equal con- 
flict on the open ground. But he was here com- 
pletely worsted, and driven back into Peirzus with 
the loss of 150 men; so that the Spartan King was 
able to retire to Athens after a victory and a trophy 
erected to commemorate it’. 

The issue of this battle was one extremely fortu- 
nate for Thrasybulus and his comrades ; since it left 
the honours of the day with Pausanias, so as to avoid 
provoking enmity or vengeance on his part—while 
it showed plainly that the conquest of Peirzeus, de- 
fended by so much courage and military efficiency, 
would be no easy matter. It disposed Pausanias 
still farther towards an accommodation ; strength- 
ening also the force of that party in Athens which 
was favourable to the same object, and adverse 
to the Ten Oligarchs. This opposition-party found 
decided favour with the Spartan King, as well as 
with the Ephor Naukleidas who was present along 
with him. Numbers of Athenians, even among 
those Three Thousand by whom the city was now 
exclusively occupied, came forward to deprecate 
farther war with Peirzus, and to entreat that Pau- 
sanias would settle the quarrel so as to leave them 
all at amity with Lacedemon. Xenophon indeed, 


- according to that narrow and partial spirit which 


pervades his Hellenica, notices no sentiment in 
Pausanias except his jealousy of Lysander; and 
1 Xenoph. Hellen. un. 4, 31-34. 
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treats the opposition against the Ten at Athens as 
having been got up by his intrigues'. But it seems 
plain that this is not a correct account. Pausanias 
did not create the discord, but found it already ex- 
isting—and had to choose which of the parties he 
would adopt. The Ten took up the oligarchical 
game after it had been thoroughly dishonoured and 
ruined by the Thirty: they inspired no confidence, 
nor had they any hold upon the citizens in Athens, 
except in so far as these latter dreaded reactionary 
violence, in case Thrasybulus and his companions 
should re-enter by force; accordingly, when Pau- 
sanias was there at the head of a force competent 
to prevent such dangerous reaction, the citizens at 
once manifested their dispositions against the Ten, 
and favourable to peace with Peirzus. To second 
this pacific party was at once the easiest course for 
Pausanias to take, and the most likely to popularise 
Sparta in Greece; whereas he would surely have 
entailed upon her still more bitter curses from with- 
out, not to mention the loss of men to herself, if he 
had employed the amount of force requisite to up- 
hold the Ten, and subdue Peirzus. To all this we 
have to add his jealousy of Lysander, as an import- 
ant predisposing motive, but only as auxiliary among 
many others. 

Under such a state of facts, it is not surprising 
to learn that Pausanias encouraged solicitations for 


peace from Thrasybulus and the exiles, and that he x 


granted them a truce to enable them to send envoys 


’ Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 35. Διΐστη δὲ καὶ τοὺς ἐν τῷ ἄστει (Pausa- 
nias) καὶ ἐκέλευε πρὸς σφᾶς προσιέναι ws πλείστους ξυλλεγομένους, 
λέγοντας, &c. 
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to Sparta. Along with these envoys went Kephi- 
sophon and Melitus, sent for the same purpose of 
entreating peace, by the party opposed to the Ten 
at Athens—under the sanction both of Pausanias 
and of the accompanying Ephors. On the other 
hand, the Ten, finding themselves discountenanced 
by Pausanias, sent envoys of their own to outbid 
the others. They tendered themselves, their walls, 
and their city, to be dealt with as the Lacedemo- 
nians chose ; requiring that Thrasybulus, if he pre- 
tended to be the friend of Sparta, should make 
the same unqualified surrender of Peireus and Mu- 
nychia. All the three sets of envoys were heard 
before the three Ephors remaining at Sparta and 
the Lacedemonian assembly; who took the best 
resolution which the case admitted—to bring to 
pass an amicable settlement between Athens and 
Peirzeus, and to leave the terms to be fixed by fifteen 
commissioners, who were sent thither forthwith to 
sit in conjunction with Pausanias. This Board de- 
termined, that the exiles in Peirzeus should be re-ad- 
mitted to Athens—that an accommodation should 
take place—and that no man should be molested 
for past acts, except the Thirty, the Eleven (who had 
been the instruments of all executions), and the Ten 
who had governed in Peirzeus. But Eleusis was 
recognised as a government separate from Athens, 
and left (as it already was) in possession of the 
Thirty and their coadjutors ; to serve as a refuge 
for all those who might feel their future safety com- 
promised at Athens in consequence of their past 
conduct'. : 
1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 39; Diodor. xiv. 33. 
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As soon as these terms were proclaimed, accepted, 
and sworn to by all parties, Pausanias with all the 
Lacedzmonians evacuated Attica. Thrasybulus and 
the exiles marched up in solemn procession from 
Peirzus to Athens. Their first act was to go up to 
the acropolis, now relieved from its Lacedemonian 
garrison, and there to offer sacrifice and thanks- 
giving. On descending from thence, a general as- 
sembly was held, in which—unanimously and with- 
out opposition, as it should seem—the democracy 
was restored. The government of the Ten, which 
could have no basis except the sword of the fo- 
_ Yeigner, disappeared as a matter of course; but 
Thrasybulus, while he strenuously enforced upon 
his comrades from Peirzus a full respect for the 
oaths which they had sworn, and an unreserved har- 
mony with their newly acquired fellow-citizens, 
admonished the assembly emphatically as to the 
past events. ‘‘ You city-men (he said), I advise 
you to take just measure of yourselves for the 
future ; and to calculate fairly, what ground of su- 
periority you have, so as to pretend to rule over 
us. Are you juster than we? Why, the Demos, 
though poorer than you, never at any time wronged 
you for purposes of plunder ; while you, the weal- 
thiest of all, have done many base deeds for the 
sake of gain. Since then you have no justice to 
boast of, are you superior to us on the score of 
courage ? There cannot be a better trial, than the 
war which has just ended. Again—can you pre- 
tend to be superior in policy? you, who—having a 
fortified city, an armed force, plenty of money, and 
the Peloponnesians for your allies—have been over- 
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come by men who had nothing of the kind to aid 
them? Can you boast of your hold over the Lace- 
demonians? Why, they have just handed you 
over, like a vicious dog with a clog tied to him, to 
the very Demos whom you have wronged—and are 
now gone out of the country. But you have no 
cause to be uneasy for the future. I adjure you, 
my friends from Peirzeus, in no point to violate the 
oaths which we have just sworn. Show, in addition 
to your other glorious exploits, that you are honest 
and true to your engagements'.” 

Restoration The archons, the Senate of Five Hundred, the 

of the de- . . . 

mocracy. public assembly, and the Dikasteries, appear to 
have been now revived, as they had stood in the 
democracy prior to the capture of the city by Ly- 
sander. This important restoration seems to have 
taken place some time in the spring of 403 B.c., 
though we cannot exactly make out in what month. 
The first archon now drawn was Eukleidés, who gave 
his name to this memorable year ; a year never after- 
wards forgotten by Athenians. 

Capture of Eleusis was at this time, and pursuant to the late 

Bleusis— ΠΡ 

entirere. convention, a city independent and separate from 

union of ~~ Athens, under the government of the Thirty, and 

fight ofthe comprising their warmest partisans. It was not 

survivorsof ., . . 

the Thirty. likely that this separation would last ; but the Thirty 
were themselves the parties to give cause for its ter- 
mination. They were getting together a mercenary 
force at Eleusis, when the whole force of Athens 
was marched to forestall their designs. The gene- 
rals at Eleusis came forth to demand a conference, 
but were seized and put to death; the Thirty them- 


? Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 40-42. 
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selves, and a few of the most obnoxious individuals, 
fled out of Attica; while the rest of the Eleusinian 
occupants were persuaded by their friends from 
Athens to come to an equal and honourable accom- 
modation. Again Eleusis became incorporated in 
the same community with Athens; oaths of mutual 
amnesty and harmony being sworn by every one’. 


We have now passed that short, but bitter and 
sanguinary interval, occupied by the Thirty, which 
succeeded so immediately upon the extinction of the 
empire and independence of Athens, as to leave no 
opportunity for pause or reflection. A few words 
respecting the rise and fall of that empire are now 
required—summing up as it were the political moral 
of the events recorded in my two last volumes, be- 
tween 477 and 405 B.c. 

I related in the forty-fifth chapter the steps by 
which Athens first acquired her empire—raised it 
to its maximum, including both maritime and in- 
land dominion—then lost the inland portion of it ; 
which loss was ratified by the Thirty years’ Truce 
concluded with Sparta and the Peloponnesian con- 
federacy in 445 s.c. Her maritime empire was 
based upon the confederacy of Delos, formed by 


? Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4,43; Justin, v.11. Ido not comprehend the 
allusion in Lysias, Orat. xxv. Any. Καταλ. ’Arrod. 8. 11—eloi δὲ οἴτινες 
τῶν ᾿Ελευσῖναδε ἀπογραψαμένων, ἐξελθόντες μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν, ἐπολιορκοῦντο 
μετ᾽ αὐτῶν. 
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the islands in the ASgean and the towns on the 
sea-board immediately after the battles of Platzea 
and Mykalé, for the purpose not merely of expel- 
ling the Persians from the Aégean, but of keeping 
them away permanently. To the accomplishment 
of this important object Sparta was altogether inad- 
equate ; nor would it ever have been accomplished, 
if Athens had not displayed a combination of mili- 
tary energy, naval discipline, power of organization, 
and honourable devotion to a great Pan-hellenic 
purpose—such as had never been witnessed in 
Grecian history. 

The Confederacy of Delos was formed by the 
free and spontaneous association of many different 
towns, all alike independent ; towns which met in 
synod and deliberated by equal vote—took by their 
majority resolutions binding upon all—and chose 
Athens as their chief to enforce these resolutions, 
as well as to superintend generally the war against 
the common enemy. But it was, from the begin- 
ning, a compact which permanently bound each in- 
dividual state to the remainder. None had liberty 
either to recede, or to withhold the contingent im- 
posed by authority of the common synod, or to take 
any separate step inconsistent with its obligations 
to the confederacy. No union less stringent than 
this could have prevented the renewal of Persian 
ascendency in the Augean. Seceding or disobedient 
states were thus treated as guilty of treason or re- 
volt, which it was the duty of Athens, as chief, to 
repress. Her first repressions, against Naxos and 
other states, were undertaken in prosecution of this 
duty, in which if she had been wanting, the confe- 
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deracy would have fallen to pieces, and the common 
enemy would have reappeared. 

Now the only way by which the confederacy was 
saved from falling to pieces, was by being trans- 
formed into an Athenian empire. Such transforma- 
tion (as Thucydidés plainly intimates’) did not arise 
from the ambition or deep-laid projects of Athens, 
but from the reluctance of the larger confederates 
to discharge the obligations imposed by the common _ 
synod, and from the unwarlike character of the 
confederates generally—which made them desirous 
to commute military service for money-payment, 
while Athens on her part was not less anxious to 
perform the service and obtain the money. By 
gradual and unforeseen stages, Athens thus passed 
from consulate to empire ; in such manner that no 
one could point out the precise moment of time 
when the confederacy of Delos ceased, and when 
the empire began. Even the transfer of the com- 
mon fund from Delos to Athens, which was the 
palpable manifestation of a change already realized, 
was not an act of high-handed injustice in the Athe- 
nians, but warranted by prudential views of the 
existing state of affairs, and even proposed by a 
leading member of the confederacy’. 

But the Athenian empire came to include (be- 
tween 460—446 s.c.) other cities not parties to the 
confederacy of Delos. Athens had conquered her 
ancient enemy the island of A®gina, and had ac- 
quired supremacy over Megara, Boeotia, Phocis and 
Lokris, and Achaia in Peloponnesus. The Mega- 

1 Thucyd. i. 97. 
2 See Vol. V. of this History, Ch. XLV. p. 461. 
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rians joined her to escape the oppression of their 
neighbour Corinth: her influence over Beeotia was 
acquired by allying herself with a democratical party 
in the Bceotian cities, against Sparta who had been 
actively interfering to sustain the opposite party 
and to renovate the ascendency of Thebes. Athens 
was, for the time, successful in all these enterprises ; 
but if we follow the details, we shall not find her 
more open to reproach on the score of aggressive 
tendencies than Sparta or Corinth. Her empire was 
now at its maximum; and had she been able to 
maintain it—or even to keep possession of the Me- 
garid separately, which gave her the means of bar- 
ring out all invasions from Peloponnesus—the future 
course of Grecian history would have been mate- 
rially altered. But her empire on land did not rest 
upon the same footing as her empire at sea. The 
exiles in Megara and Beeotia, &c., and the anti- 
Athenian party generally in those places—com- 
bined with the rashness of her general Tolmidés at 
Koroneia—deprived her of all her land-dependencies 
near home, and even threatened her with the loss 
of Euboea. The peace concluded in 445 s.c. left 
her with all ber maritime and insular empire (in- 
cluding Eubcea), but with nothing more; while by 
the loss of Megara she was now open to invasion 
from Peloponnesus. 

On this footing she remained at the beginning of 
the Peloponnesian war fourteen years afterwards. 
I have shown that that war did not arise (as has 
been so often asserted) from aggressive or ambitious 
schemes on the part of Athens, but that, on the con- 
trary, the aggression was all on the side of her ene- 
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mies ; who were full of hopes that they could put 
her down with little delay ; while she was not merely 
conservative and defensive, but even discouraged 
by the certainty of destructive invasion, and only 
dissuaded from concessions, alike imprudent and 
inglorious, by the extraordinary influence and reso- 
lute wisdom of Periklés. That great man compre- 
hended well both the conditions and the limits of 
Athenian empire. Athens was now understood 
(especially since the revolt and reconquest of the 
powerful island of Samos in 440 8.0.) by her sub- 
jects and enemies as well as by her own citizens, to 
be mistress of the sea. It was the care of Periklés 
to keep that belief within definite boundaries, and 
to prevent all waste of the force of the city in 
making new or distant acquisitions which could not 
be permanently maintained. But it was also his 
care to enforce upon his countrymen the lesson of 
maintaining their existing empire unimpaired, and 
shrinking from no effort requisite for that end. 
Though their whole empire was now staked upon 
the chances of a perilous war, he did not hesitate to 
promise them success, provided that they adhered 
to this conservative policy. 

Following the events of the war, we shall find that 
Athens did adhere to it for the first seven years ; 
years of suffering and trial, from the destructive 
annual invasion, the yet more destructive pestilence, 
and the revolt of Mityléné—but years which still 
left her empire unimpaired, and the promises of 
Periklés in fair chance of being realized. In the 
seventh year of the war occurred the unexpected 
victory at Sphakteria and the capture of the Lace- 

2c2 
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deemonian prisoners. This placed in the hands of 
the Athenians a capital advantage, imparting to 
them prodigious confidence of future success, while 
their enemies were in a proportional degree disheart- 
ened. It was in this temper that they first departed 
from the conservative precept of Periklés, and at- 
tempted to recover (in 424 8.c.) both Megara and 
Boeotia. Had the great statesman been alive', he 
might have turned this moment of superiority to 
better account, and might perhaps have contrived 
even to get possession of Megara (a point of un- 
speakable importance to Athens, since it protected 
her against invasion) in exchange for the Spartan 
captives. But the general feeling of confidence 
which then animated all parties at Athens, deter- 
mined them in 424 s.c. to grasp at this and much 
more by force. They tried to reconquer both Me- 
gara and Boeotia: in the former they failed, though 
succeeding so far as to capture Nisa ; in the latter 
they not only failed, but suffered the disastrous de- 
feat of Delium. 

It was in the autumn of that same year 424 B.c., 
too, that Brasidas broke into their empire in Thrace, 
and robbed them of Akanthus, Stageira, and some 
other towns, including their most precious posses- 
sion—Amphipolis. Again it seems that the Athe- 
nians—partly from the discouragement caused by 
the disaster at Delium, partly from the ascendency 
of Nikias and the peace-party—departed from the 
conservative policy of Periklés; not by ambitious 
over-action, but by inaction—omitting to do all that 
might have been done to arrest the progress of 


' See Vol. VI. Ch. LII. p. 480 of this History. 


παρ. LXV.) ATHENIAN EMPIRE. 389 


Brasidas. We must however never forget, that 
their capital loss—Amphipolis—was owing alto- 
gether to the improvidence of their officers, and 
could not have been obviated even by Periklés. 

But though that great man could not have pre- 
vented the loss, he would assuredly have deemed 
no efforts too great to recover it; and in this re- 
spect his policy was espoused by Kleon, in oppo- 
sition to Nikias and the peace-party. The latter 
thought it wise to make the truce fora year; which 
so utterly failed of its effect, that Nuikias was 
obliged, even in the midst of it, to conduct an ar- 
mament to Palléné in order to preserve the empire 
against yet farther losses. Still Nikias and his 
friends would hear of nothing but peace ; and after 
the expedition of Kleon against Amphipolis in the 
ensuing year (which failed partly through his mili- 
tary incapacity, partly through the want of hearty 
concurrence in his political opponents), they con- 
cluded what is called the peace of Nikias in the 
ensuing spring. In this, too, their calculations are 
not less signally falsified than in the previous truce: 
they stipulate that Amphipolis shall be restored, 
but it is as far from being restored as ever. To make 
the error still graver and more irreparable, Nikias, 
with the concurrence of Alkibiadés, contracts the 
alliance with Sparta a few months after the peace, 
and gives up the captives, the possession of whom 
being the only hold which Athens as yet had upon 
the Spartans. 

We thus have, during the four years succeeding 
the battle of Delium (424—420 s.c.), a series of de- 
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partures from the conservative policy of Periklés ; 
departures, not in the way of ambitious over-acqui- 
sition, but of languor and unwillingness to make 
efforts even for the recovery of capital losses. Those 
who see no defects in the foreign policy of the de- 
mocracy except those of over-ambition and love of 
war, pursuant to the jests of Aristophanés—over- 
look altogether these opposite but serious blunders 
of Nikias and the peace-party. 

Next comes the ascendency of Alkibiadés, lead- . 
ing to the two years’ campaign in Peloponnesus in 
conjunction with Elis, Argos, and Mantineia, and 
ending in the complete re-establishment of Lace- 
deemonian supremacy. Here was a diversion of 
Athenian force from its legitimate purpose of pre- 
serving or re-establishing the empire, for inland 
projects which Periklés could never have approved. 
The island of Melos undoubtedly fell within his 
general conceptions of tenable empire for Athens. 
But we may regard it as certain that he would 
have recommended no new projects, exposing 
Athens to the reproach of injustice, so long as the 
lost legitimate possessions in Thrace remained un- 
conquered. | 

We now come to the expedition against Syracuse. 
Down to that period, the empire of Athens (except 
the possessions in Thrace). remained undiminished, 
and her general power nearly as great as it had 
ever been since 445 B.c. That expedition was the 
one great and fatal departure from the Periklean 
policy, bringing upon Athens an amount of disas- 
ter from which she never recovered ; and it was 
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doubtless an error of over-ambition. Acquisitions 
in Sicily, even if made, lay out of the conditions . 
of permanent empire for Athens ; and however im- 
posing the first effect of success might have been, 
they would only have disseminated her strength, 
multiplied her enemies, and weakened her in all 
quarters. But though the expedition itself was thus 
indisputably ill-advised, and therefore ought to count 
to the discredit of the public judgment at Athens— 
we are not to impute to that public an amount of 
blame in any way commensurate to the magnitude 
of the disaster, except in so far as they were guilty 
of unmeasured and unconquerable esteem for Nikias. 
Though Periklés would have strenuously opposed 
the project, yet he could not possibly have foreseen 
the enormous ruin in which it would end ; nor could 
such ruin have been brought about by any man ex- 
isting, save Nikias. Even when the people com- 
mitted the aggravated imprudence of sending out 
the second expedition, Demosthenés doubtless as- 
sured them that he would speedily either take Syra- 
cuse or bring back both armaments, with a fair 
allowance for the losses inseparable from failure ; 
and so he would have done, if the obstinacy of Ni- 
kias had permitted. In measuring therefore the 
extent of misjudgment fairly imputable to the Athe- 
nians for this ruinous undertaking, we must always 
recollect, that first the failure of the siege, next the 
ruin of the armament, did not arise from intrinsic 
difficulties in the case, but from the personal defects 
of the commander. 

After the Syracusan disaster, there is no longer 
any question about adhering to, or departing from 
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the Periklean policy. Athens is like Patroklus in 
the Iliad, after Apollo has stunned him by a blow 
on the back and loosened his armour. Nothing but 
the slackness of her enemies allowed her time for a 
partial recovery, so as to make increased heroism a 
substitute for impaired force, even against doubled 
and tripled difficulties. And the years of struggle 
which she now went through are among the most 
glorious events in her history. These years present 
many misfortunes, but no serious misjudgment— 
not to mention one peculiarly honourable moment, 
after the overthrow of the Four Hundred. I have in 
the two preceding chapters examined into the blame 
imputed to the Athenians for not accepting the 
overtures of peace after the battle of Kyzikus, and 
for dismissing Alkibiadés after the battle of Notium. 
On both points their conduct has been shown to 
be justifiable.. And after all, they were on the point 
of partially recovering themselves in 408 Β.ο., when 
the unexpected advent of Cyrus set the seal to their 
destiny. 

The bloodshed after the recapture of Mityléné 
and Skioné, and still more that which succeeded 
the capture of Melos, are disgraceful to the hu- 
manity of Athens, and stand in pointed contrast 
with the treatment of Samos when reconquered by 
Periklés. But they did not contribute sensibly to 
break down her power; though being recollected 
with aversion after other incidents were forgotten, 
they are alluded to in later times as if they had 
caused the fall of the empire’. 


1 This I apprchend to have been in the mind of Xenophon—De Re- 
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I have thought it important to recall, in this short 
summary, the leading events of the seventy years 
preceding 405 B.c., in order that it may be under- 
stood to what degree Athens was politically or pru- 
dentially to blame for the great downfall which she 
then underwent. That downfall had one great cause 
—we may almost say, one single cause—the Sicilian 
expedition. The empire of Athens both was, and 
appeared to be, in exuberant strength when that 
expedition was sent forth—strength more than suf- 
ficient to bear up against all moderate faults or 
moderate misfortunes, such as no government ever 
long escapes. But the catastrophe of Syracuse 
was something overpassing 10 terrific calamity: all 
Grecian experience and all power of foresight. 
It was like the Russian campaign of 1812 to the 
Emperor Napoleon; though by no means impu- 
table, in an equal degree, to vice in the original 
project. No Grecian power could bear up against 
such a death-wound, and the prolonged struggle of 
Athens after itis not the least wonderful part of the 
whole war. 

Nothing in the political history of Greece is so 
remarkable as the Athenian empire ; taking it as it 
stood in its completeness, from about 460-413 B.c. 
(the date of the Syracusan catastrophe), or still 
more, from 460-42: B.c. (the date when Brasidas 
made his conquests in Thrace). After the Syracusan 
catastrophe, the conditions of the empire were alto- 
gether changed; it was irretrievably broken up, 


ditibus, v. 6. "Ἔπειτ᾽, ἐπεὶ ὠμῶς ἄγαν δόξασα προστατεύειν ἡ πόλις 
ἐστερήθη τῆς ἀρχῆς, &c. 
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though Athens still continued an energetic struggle 
to retain some of the fragments. But if we view 
it as it had stood before that event, during the period 
of its integrity, it 13 a sight marvellous to contem- 
plate, and its working must be pronounced, in my 
judgment, to have been highly beneficial to the 
Grecian world. No Grecian state except Athens 
could have sufficed to organise such a system, or 
to hold, in partial, though regulated, continuous 
and specific communion, so many little states, each 
animated with that force of political repulsion in- 
stinctive in the Grecian mind. This was a mighty 
task, worthy of Athens, and to which no state 
except Athens was competent. We have already 
seen in part, and we shall see still farther, how little 
qualified Sparta was to perform it,—and we shall 
have occasion hereafter to notice a like fruitless 
essay on the part of Thebes. 

As in regard to the democracy of Athens gene- 
rally, so in regard to her empire—it has been cus- 
tomary with historians to take notice of little except 
the bad side. But my conviction is, and I have 
shown grounds for it in Chap. xlvu., that the empire 
of Athens was not harsh and oppressive, as it is 
commonly depicted. Under the circumstances of 
her dominion—at a time when the whole transit 
and commerce of the A¢gean was under one mari- 
time system, which excluded all irregular force— 
when Persian ships of war were kept out of the 
waters, and Persian tribute-officers away from the 
sea-board—when the disputes inevitable among so 
many little communities could be peaceably re- 
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dressed by the mutual right of application to the 
tribunals at Athens—and when these tribunals were 
also such as to present to sufferers a refuge against 
wrongs done even by individual citizens of Athens 
herself (to use the expression of the oligarchical 
Phrynichus ')—the condition of the maritime Greeks 
was materially better than it had been before, or 
than it will be seen to become afterwards. Her 
empire, if it did not inspire attachment, certainly 
provoked no antipathy, among the bulk of the 
citizens of the subject-communities, as 18 shown by 
the party-character of the revolts against her. If 
in her imperial character she exacted obedience, she 
also fulfilled duties and ensured protection—to a 
degree incomparably greater than was ever realized 
by Sparta. And even if she had been ever so much 
disposed to cramp the free play of mind and pur- 
pose among her subjects—a disposition which is 
no way proved—the very circumstances of her own 
democracy, with its open antithesis of political 
parties, universal liberty of speech, and manifold 
individual energy, would do much to prevent the 
accomplishment of such an end, and would act as 
a stimulus to the dependent communities even 
without her own intention. 

Without being insensible either to the faults or 
to the misdeeds of imperial Athens, I believe that 
her empire was a great comparative benefit, and its 
extinction a great loss, to her own subjects. But 
still more do I believe it to have been a good, looked 
at with reference to Pan-hellenic interests. Its 

1 Thucyd. vi. 48. 
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maintenance furnished the only possibility of keep- 
ing out foreign intervention, and leaving the desti- 
nies of Greece to depend upon native, spontaneous, 
untrammeled Grecian agencies. The downfall of 
the Athenian empire is the signal for the arms and 
corruption of Persia again to make themselves felt, 
and for the re-enslavement of the Asiatic Greeks 
under her tribute-officers. What is still worse, it 
leaves the Grecian world in a state incapable of re- 
pelling any energetic foreign attack, and open to 
the overruling march of ‘‘the man of Macedon”’ 
half a century afterwards. For such was the natural 
tendency of the Grecian world to political non- 
integration or disintegration, that the rise of the 
Athenian empire, incorporating so many states into 
one system, is to be regarded as a most extraordinary 
accident. Nothing but the genius, energy, discipline, 
and democracy of Athens, could have brought it 
about ; nor even she, unless favoured and pushed on 
by a very peculiar train of antecedent events. But 
having once got it, she might perfectly well have 
kept it; and had she done so, the Hellenic world 
would have remained so organized as to be able to 
repel foreign intervention, either from Susa or from 
Pella. When we reflect how infinitely superior was 
the Hellenic mind to that of all surrounding nations 
and races—how completely its creative agency was 
stifled, as soon as it came under the Macedonian 
dictation—and how much more it might perhaps 
have achieved, if it had enjoyed another century or 
half-century of freedom, under the stimulating head- 
ship of the most progressive and most intellectual 
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of all its separate communities—we shall look with 
double regret on the ruin of the Athenian empire, 
as accelerating, without remedy, the universal ruin 
of Grecian independence, political action, and men- 
tal grandeur. 


CHAPTER LXVI. 


FROM THE RESTORATION OF THE DEMOCRACY TO THE 
DEATH OF ALKIBIADES. 


Tue period intervening between the defeat of Aigos- 
potami (October 405 s.c.), and the re-establish- 
ment of the democracy as sanctioned by the con- 
vention concluded with Pausanias (some time in the 
summer of 403 B.c.), presents two years of cruel 
and multifarious suffering to Athens. For seven 
years before, indeed, ever since the catastrophe at 
Syracuse, she had been struggling with hardships— 
contending against augmented hostile force while 
her own means were cut down in every way—crip- 
pled at home by the garrison of Dekeleia—stripped 
to a great degree both of her tribute and her foreign 
trade—and beset by the snares of her own oligarchs. 
In spite of circumstances so adverse, she had main- 
tained the fight with a resolution not less surprising 
than admirable ; yet not without sinking more and 
more towards impoverishment and exhaustion. The 
defeat of Auguspotami closed the war at once, and 
transferred her from her period of struggle to one 
of concluding agony. Nor is the last word by any 
means too strong for the reality. Of these two 
years, the first portion was marked by severe phy- 
sical privation, passing by degrees into absolute 
famine, and accompanied by the intolerable senti- 
ment of despair and helplessness against: her ene- 
mies, after two generations of imperial grandeur— 
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not without a strong chance of being finally con- 
signed to ruin and individual slavery ; while the last 
portion comprised all the tyranny, murders, rob- 
beries, and expulsions perpetrated by the Thirty, 
overthrown only by heroic efforts of patriotism on 
the part of the exiles—which a fortunate change of 
sentiment, on the part of Pausanias, and the leading 
members of the Peloponnesian confederacy, ulti- 
mately crowned with success. 

After such years of misery, it was an unspeakable 
relief to the Athenian population to regain posses- 
sion of Athens and Attica—to exchange their do- 
mestic tyrants for a renovated democratical govern- 
ment—and to see their foreign enemies not merely 
evacuate the country, but even bind themselves by 
treaty to future friendly dealing. In respect of 
power, indeed, Athens was but the shadow of her 
former self. She had no empire, no tribute, no fleet, 
no fortifications at Peirzeus, no long walls, not a 
single fortified place in Attica except the city itself. 
Of all these losses, however, the Athenians probably 
made little account, at least at the first epoch of their 
re-establishment ; so intolerable was the pressure 
which they had just escaped, and so welcome the 
restitution of comfort, security, property, and inde- 


pendence, at home. The very excess of tyranny 


committed by the Thirty gave a peculiar zest to the 
recovery of the democracy. In their hands, the oli- 
garchical principle (to borrow an expression from 
Mr. Burke’) ‘‘ had produced in fact and instantly, 


1 <T confess, Gentlemen, that this appears to me as bad in the prin- 
ciple, and far worse in the consequences, than an universal suspension 
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the grossest of those evils with which it was pregnant 
in its nature ;”’ realizing the promise of that plain- 
spoken oligarchical oath, which Aristotle mentions 
as having been taken in various oligarchical cities— 
to contrive as much evil as possible to the people’. 
So much the more complete was the reaction of senti- 
ment towards the antecedent democracy, even in the 
minds of those who had been before discontented 
with it. To all men, rich and poor, citizens and 
metics, the comparative excellence of the democracy, 
in respect of all the essentials of good government, 
was now manifest. With the exception of those who 
had identified themselves with theThirtyas partners, 
partisans, or instruments, there was scarcely any one 
who did not feel that his life and property had been 


of the Habeas Corpus Act............ Far from softening the features of 
such a principle, and thereby removing any part of the popular odium 
or natural terrors attending it, I should be sorry that anything framed 
in contradiction to the spirit of our constitution did not instantly pro- 
duce in fact, the grossest of the evils with which it was pregnant tn its 
nature. It is by lying dormant a long time, or being at first very rarely 
exercised, that arbitrary power steals upon a people. On the next un- 
constitutional act, all the fashionable world will be ready to say—Your 
prophecies are ridiculous, your fears are vain, you see how little of the 
misfortunes which you formerly foreboded is come to pass. Thus, by 
degrees, that artful softening of all arbitrary power, the alleged infre- 
quency or narrow extent of its operation, will be received as a sort of 
aphorism—and Mr. Hume will not be singular in telling us that the 
felicity of mankind is no more disturbed by it, than by earthquakes or 
thunder, or the other more unusual accidents of nature.”’ (Burke, Letter 
to the Sheriffs of Bristol, 1777: Burke’s Works, vol. iii. p. 146-150, 
oct. edit.) 

1 Aristot. Polit. v. 7,19. Kal τῷ δήμῳ κακόνους ἔσομαι, καὶ βουλεύσω 
ὅ,τι ἂν ἔχω κακόν. 

The complimentary epitaph upon the Thirty, cited in the Schol. on 
Eschinés—praising them as having curbed, for a short time, the inso- 
lence of the accursed Demos of Athens—is in the same spirit: see 
K. F. Hermann, Staats-Alterthiimer der Griechen, s. 70. note 9. 
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far more secure under the former democracy, and 
would become so again if that democracy were re- 
vived!, 

It was the first measure of Thrasybulus and his 
companions, after concluding the treaty with Pau- 
sanias and thus re-entering the city, to exchange 
solemn oaths, of amnesty for the past, with those 
against whom they had just been at war. Similar 
oaths of amnesty were also exchanged with those in 
Eleusis, as soon as that town came into their power. 
The only persons excepted from this amnesty were 
the Thirty, the Eleven who bad presided over the 
execution of all their atrocities, and the Ten who 
had governed in Peireus. Even these persons were 
not peremptorily banished : opportunity was offered 
to them to come in and take their trial of accoun- 
tability (universal at Athens in the case of every 
magistrate on quitting office) ; so that if acquitted, 
they would enjoy the benefit of the amnesty as well 
as all others?. We know that Eratosthenés, one 
of the Thirty, afterwards returned to Athens ; since 
there remains a powerful harangue of Lysias invo- 
king justice against him as having brought to death 
Polemarchus (the brother of Lysias). Eratosthenés 
was one of the minority of the Thirty who sided 
generally with Theramenés, and opposed to a con- 
siderable degree the extreme violences of Kritias— 
although personally concerned in that seizure and 
execution of the rich metics which Theramenés had 
resisted, and which was one of the grossest misdeeds 


1 Plato, Epistol. vii. p. 324. Καὶ ὁρῶν δή που τοὺς ἄνδρας ἐν χρόνῳ 
ὀλίγῳ χρυσὸν ἀποδείξαντας τὴν ἔμπροσθεν πολιτείαν, &c. 
? Andokidés de Mysteriis, 5. 90. 
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even of that dark period. He and Pheidon, being 
~ among the Ten named to succeed the Thirty after 
the death of Kritias, when the remaining members 
of that deposed Board retired to Eleusis—had en- 
deavoured to maintain themselves as a new oli- 
garchy, carrying on war at the same time against 
Eleusis and against the democratical exiles in Pei- 
reus. Failing in this, they had retired from the 
country, at the time when these exiles returned, and 
when the democracy was first re-established. But 
after a certain interval, the intense sentiments of the 
moment having somewhat subsided, they were en- 
couraged by their friends to return, and came back 
to stand their trial of accountability. It was on that 
occasion that Lysias preferred his accusation against 
Eratosthenés, the result of which we do not know, 
though we see plainly (even from the accusatory 
speech) that the latter had powerful friends to stand 
by him, and that the dikasts manifested consider- 
able reluctance to condemn!, We learn moreover 


} All this may be collected from various passages of the Orat. xii. of 
Lysias. Eratosthenés did not stand alone on his trial, but in conjunc- 
tion with other colleagues, though of course (pursuant to the psephism 
of Kannénus) the vote of the dikasts would be taken about each sepa- 
rately—aAAd παρὰ ᾿Ερατοσθένους καὶ τῶν τουτουὶ συναρχόντων δίκην 
λαμβάνειν......μηδ᾽ ἀποῦσι μὲν τοῖς τριάκοντα ἐπιβουλεύετε, παρόντας δ' 
ἀφῆτε" μηδὲ τῆς τύχης, ἢ τούτονς παρέδωκε τῇ πόλει, κάκιον ὑμῖν αὐτοῖς 
βοηθήσητε (4. 80, 81): compare s. 36. 

The number of friends prepared to back the defence of Eratosthenés, 
and to obtain his acquittal, chiefly by representing that he had done the 
least mischief of all the Thirty—that all that he had done had been 
under fear of his own life—that he had been the partisan and supporter 
of Theramenés, whose memory was at that time popular—may be seen 
in sections 51, 56, 65, 87, 88, 91. 

There are evidences also of other accusations brought against the 


Thirty before the senate of Areopagus (Lysias, Or. xi. cont. Theomnest, 
A. 5. 31, Β. 8. 12). 


a’ 
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from the same speech, that such was the detestation 
of the Thirty among several of the states surround- 
ing Attica, as to cause formal decrees for their ex- 
pulsion or for prohibiting their coming'. The sons, 
even of such among the Thirty as did not return, 
were allowed to remain at Athens, and enjoy their 
rights of citizens, unmolested? ; a moderation rare 
in Grecian political warfare. 

The first public vote of the Athenians, after the 
conclusion of peace with Sparta and the return of 
the exiles, was to restore the former democracy 
purely and simply, to choose by lot the nine Archons 
and the Senate of Five Hundred, and to elect 
the generals—all as before. It appears that this 
restoration of the preceding constitution was par- 
tially opposed by a citizen named Phormisius, who, 
having served with Thrasybulus in Peirzus, now 
moved that the political franchise should for the fu- 
ture be restricted to the possessors of land in Attica. 
His proposition was understood to be supported by 
the Lacedsemonians, and was recommended as cal- 
culated to make Athens march in vetter harmony 
with them. It was presented as a compromise be- 
tween oligarchy and democracy, excluding both the 
poorer freemen and those whose property lay either 
in moveables or in land out of Attica; so that the 
aggregate number of the disfranchised would have 
been five thousand persons. Since Athens now had 
lost her fleet and maritime empire, and since the 
importance of Peireus was much curtailed not 
merely by these losses, but by demolition of its 

1 Lysias, Or, xii. cont. Eratosth. 8. 36. 


3 Demosth. adv. Bocotum de Dote Matern. c. 6. p. 1018. 
2} 2 
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separate walls and of the long walls—Phormisius 
and others conceived the opportunity favourable for 
striking out the maritime and trading multitude 
from the roll of citizens. Many of these men must 
have been in easy and even opulent circumstances ; 
but the bulk of them were poor; and Phormisius 
had of course at his command the usual arguments, 
by which it is attempted to prove that poor men 
have no business with political judgment or action. 
But the proposition was rejected; the orator Lysias 
being among its opponents, and composing a speech 
against it which was either spoken, or intended to be 
spoken, by some eminent citizen in the assembly’. 

Unfortunately we have only a fragment of the 
speech remaining, wherein the proposition is justly 
criticised as mischievous and unseasonable, de- 
priving Athens of a large portion of her legitimate 
strength, patriotism, and harmony, and even of 
substantial men competent to serve as hoplites or 
horsemen—at a moment when she was barely rising 
from absolute prostration. Never certainly was 
the fallacy which. connects political depravity or 
incapacity with a poor station, and political virtue 
or judgment with wealth—more conspicuously un- 
masked than in reference to the recent experience 
of Athens. The remark of Thrasybulus was most 
true*—that a greater number of atrocities, both 
against person and against property, had been com- 
mitted in a few months by the Thirty, and abetted 
by the class of Horsemen, all rich men—than the 


1 Dionys. Hal. Jud. de Lysid, c. 32. p. 526; Lysias, Orat. xxxiv., 
Bekk. 
3 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 41. 
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poor majority of the Demos had sanctioned during 
two generations of democracy. Moreover we know, 
on the authority of a witness unfriendly to the de- 
mocracy, that the poor Athenian citizens, who 
served on ship-board and elsewhere, were exact in 
obedience to their commanders; while the richer 
citizens who served as hoplites and horsemen and 
who laid claim to higher individual estimation, were 
far less orderly in the public service!. 

The motion of Phormisius being rejected, the 
antecedent democracy was restored without qualifi- 
cation, together with the ordinances of Drako, and 
the laws, measures, and weights of Solon. But on 
closer inspection, it was found that this latter part 
of the resolution was incompatible with the amnesty 
which had been just sworn. According to the laws 
of Solon and Drako, the perpetrators of enormities 
under the Thirty had rendered themselves guilty, 
and were open to trial. To escape this consequence, 
a second psephism or decree was passed, on the pro- 
position of Tisamenus, to review the laws of Solon 
and Drako, and re-enact them with such additions 
and amendments as might be deemed expedient. 
Five Hundred citizens had been just chosen by the 
people as Nomothetz or Law-makers, at the same 
time when the Senate of Five Hundred was taken 
by lot: out of these Nomothetz, the Senate now 
chose a select few, whose duty it was to consider all 
propositions for amendment or addition to the laws 
of the old democracy, and post them up for public 
inspection before the statues of the Eponymous 


1 Xenoph. Memor. iii. 5, 19. 
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Heroes, within the month then running’. The 
Senate, and the entire body of Five Hundred No- 
mothetz, were then to be convened, in order that 
each might pass in review, separately, both the old 
laws and the new propositions; the Nomothete being 
previously sworn to decide righteously. While this 
discussion was going on, every private citizen had 
liberty to enter the senate, and to tender his opinion 
with reasons for or against any law. All the laws 
which should thus be approved, first by the senate, 
and afterwards by the Nomothete, but no others— 
were to be handed to the magistrates, and inscribed 
on the walls of the Portico called Poekilé, for public 
notoriety, as the future regulators of the city. After 
the laws were promulgated by such public inscrip- 


2 Andokidés de Mysteriis, s. 83. ‘Omécwv δ᾽ ἂν προσδέῃ, (νόμων) οἵδε 
ἡρημένοι νομοθέται ὑπὸ τῆς βουλῆς ἀναγράφοντες ἐν σάνισιν ἐκτι- 
θέντων πρὸς τοὺς ἐπωνύμους, σκοπεῖν τῷ βουλομένῳ, καὶ παραδιδόντων 
ταῖς ἀρχαῖς ἐν τῷδε τῷ μηνί. τοὺς δὲ παραδιδομένους νόμους δοκιμασάτω 
πρότερον ἡ βουλὴ καὶ οἱ νομοθέται οἱ πεντακόσιοι, ods οἱ δη- 
μόται εἵλοντο, ἐπειδὴ ὁμωμόκασιν. 

Putting together the two sentences in which the Nomothetee are here 
mentioned, Reiske and F. A. Wolf (Prolegom. ad Demosthen. cont. 
Leptin. p. cxxix.) think that there were two classes of Nomothete ; 
one class chosen by the senate, the other by the people. This appears 
to me very improbable. The persons chosen by the senate were in- 
vested with no final or decisive function whatever; they were simply 
chosen to consider what new propositions were fit to be submitted for 
discussion, and to provide that such propositions should be publicly 
made known. Now any persons simply invested with this character 
of a prelimmary committee, would not (in my judgment) be called No- 
mothetss. The reason why the persons here mentioned were so called, 
was, that they were a portion of the Five Hundred Nomothete, in 
whom the power of peremptory decision ultimately rested. A small 
committee would naturally be entrusted with this preliminary duty; 
and the members of that small committee were to be chosen by one of 
the bodies with whom ultimate decision rested, but chosen out of the 
other. 
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tion, the Senate of Areopagus was enjoined to take 
care that they should be duly observed and enforced 
by the magistrates. A provisional committee of 
twenty citizens was named, to be generally respon- 
sible for the city during the time occupied in this 
revision’, 


As soon as the laws had been revised and publicly 1 
inscribed in the Poekilé pursuant to the above decree, i 


two concluding laws were enacted which completed 
the purpose of the citizens. 


The first of these laws forbade the magistrates to δῇ 


act upon, or permit to be acted upon, any law not 
among those inscribed ; and declared that no pse- 
phism, either of the senate or of the people, should 
overrule any law*. It renewed also the old prohi- 
bition (dating from the days of Kleisthenés, and the 
first origin of the democracy), to enact a special law 
inflicting direct hardship upon any individual Athe- 
nian apart from the rest, unless by the votes of 6000 
citizens voting secretly. 

The second of the two laws prescribed, that all 
the legal adjudications and arbitrations which had 
been passed under the antecedent democracy should 
be held valid and unimpeached—but formally an- 
nulled all which had been passed under the Thirty. 
It farther provided that the laws now revised and 
inscribed, should only take effect from the archon- 


1 Andokidés de Mysterus, s. 81-85. 

* Andokidés de Myster. 5. 87. ψήφισμα δὲ μηδὲν, μήτε βουλῆς μήτε 
δήμου, (νόμον) κυριώτερον εἶναι. 

It seems that the word νόμον ought properly to be inserted here : see 
Demosth. cont. Aristokrat. c. 23. p. 649. 

Compare a similar use of the phrase—pyddy κυριώτερον elvai—in De- 
mosthen. cont. Lakrit. ο. 9. p. 937. 
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ship of Eukleidés; that is, from the nomination of 
archons made after the recent return of Thrasybulus 
and renovation of the democracy’. 

By these ever-memorable enactments, all acts done 
prior to the nomination of the archon Eukleidés 
and his colleagues (in the summer of 403 3.c.) were 
excluded from serving as grounds for criminal 
process against any citizen. ‘To ensure more fully 


1 Andokidés de Myster. s. 87. We see (from Demosthen. cont. Ti- 
mokrat. c. 15. p. 718) that Andokidés has not cited the law fully. He 
has omitted the words—énoca δ᾽ ἐπὶ τῶν τριάκοντα ἐπράχθη, ἣ ἰδίᾳ ἣ 
δημοσίᾳ, ἄκυρα elvasc—these words not having any material connection 
with the point at which he was aiming. Compare Zschines cont. Ti- 
march. c. 9. p. 25—xal ἔστω ταῦτα ἄκυρα, ὥσπερ τὰ ἐπὶ τῶν τριάκοντα, 
ἣ τὰ πρὸ Εὐκλείδου, ἣ εἴ τις ἄλλη πώποτε τοιαύτη ἐγένετο προθεσμία...... 

Tisamenus is probably the same person of whom Lysias speaks 
contemptuously—Or. xxx. cont. Nikomach. s. 36. 

Meier (De Bonis Damnatorum, p. 71) thinks that there is a contra- 
diction between the decree proposed by Tisamenus (Andok. de Myst. 
s. 83), and another decree proposed by Dioklés, cited in the Oration 
of Demosth. cont. Timokr. c. 11. p. 713. But there is no real contra- 
diction between the two, and the only semblance of contradiction that 
is to be found, arises from the fact that the law of Dioklés is not cor- 
rectly given as it now stands. It ought to be read thus :-— 

Διοκλῆς εἶπε, Τοὺς νόμους τοὺς mpd Εὐκλείδου τεθέντας ἐν δημοκρατίᾳ, 
καὶ ὅσοι ἐπ᾽ Εὐκλείδου ἐτέθησαν, καὶ εἰσὶν ἀναγεγραμμένοι, [ἀπ᾿ Εὐκλεί- 
δον] κυρίους εἶναι" τοὺς δὲ μετ᾽ Εὐκλείδην τεθέντας καὶ τολοιπὸν τιθεμέ- 
νους, κυρίους εἶναι ἀπὸ τῆς ἡμέρας ἧς ἕκαστος ἐτέθη, πλὴν εἴ τῷ προσγέ- 
γραπται χρόνος ὅντινα δεῖ ἄρχειν. ᾿Ἐπιγράψαι δὲ, τοῖς μὲν νῦν κειμένοις, 
τὸν γραμματέα τῆς βουλῆς, τριάκοντα ἡμερῶν᾽ τὸ δὲ λοιπὸν, ὃς ἂν τυγ- 
χάνῃ γραμματεύων, προσγραφέτω παραχρῆμα τὸν νόμον κύριον εἶναι ἀπὸ 
τῆς ἡμέρας ἧς ἐτέθη. 

The words ἀπ᾿ Εὐκλείδον, which stand between brackets in the se- 
cond line, are inserted on my own conjecture; and I venture to think 
that any one who will read the whole law through and the comments 
of the orator upon it, will see that they are imperatively required to 
make the sense complete. The entire scope and purpose of the law is 
to regulate clearly the time from which each law shall begin to be valid. 

As the first part of the law reads now, without these words, it has no 
pertinence—no bearing on the main purpose contemplated by Dioklés 
in the second part, nor on the reasonings of Demosthenés afterwards. It 
is easy to understand how the words dm’ Εὐκλείδου should have dropt 
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that this should be carried into effect, a special 
clause was added to the oath taken annually by the 
senators, as well as to that taken by the Heliastic 
dikasts. The senators pledged themselves by oath 
not to receive any impeachment, or give effect to 
any arrest, founded on any fact prior to the archon- 
ship of Eukleidés, excepting only against the Thirty 
and the other individuals expressly shut out from 
the amnesty, and now in exile’. To the oath an- 
nually taken by the Heliasts, also, was added the 
clause—‘‘I will not remember past wrongs, nor will 
I abet any one else who shall remember them; on 
the contrary?, I will give my vote pursuant to the 
existing laws:”’ which laws proclaimed themselves as 
only taking effect from the archonship of Eukleidés. 

A still farther precaution was taken to bar all 
actions for redress or damages founded on acts done 
prior to the archonship of Eukleidés. On the mo- 
tion of Archinus (the principal colleague of Thra- 


out, seeing that ἐπ᾽ Εὐκλείδου immediately precedes: another error has 
been in fact introduced, by putting dm’ Εὐκλείδου in the former case 
instead of ἐπ᾽ EvxAei83o0v—which error has been corrected by various 
recent editors, on the authority of some MSS. 

The law of Dioklés, when properly read, fully harmonises with that 
of Tisamenus. Meier wonders that there is no mention made of the 
δοκιμασία νόμων by the Nomothetz, which is prescribed in the decree 
of Tisamenus. But it was not necessary to mention this expressly, since 
the words ὅσοι εἰσὶν ἀναγεγραμμένοι presuppose the foregone δοκιμασία. 

1 Andokidés de Mysteriis, 8. 91]. καὶ ov δέξομαι ἔνδειξιν οὐδὲ ἀπα- 
γωγὴν ἕνεκα τῶν πρότερον γεγενημένων, πλὴν τῶν φευγόντων. 

32. Andokid. de Mysteriis, 5. 9]. καὶ οὐ μνησικακήσω, οὐδὲ ἄλλῳ (se. 
ἄλλῳ μνησικακοῦντι) πείσομαι, ψηφιοῦμαι δὲ κατὰ τοὺς κειμένους νόμους. 

This clause does not appear as part of the Heliastic oath given in 
Demosthen. cont. Timokrat. ο. 36. p. 746. It was extremely signifi- 
cant and valuable for the few years immediately succeeding the renova- 
tion of the democracy. But its value was essentially temporary, and it 
was doubtless dropped within twenty or thirty years after the period to 


which it specially applied. 
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sybulus at Phylé), a law was passed, granting leave 
to any defendant against whom such an action might 
be brought, to plead an exception in bar (or Para- 
graphé) upon the special ground of the amnesty and 
the legal prescription connected with it. The legal 
effect of this Paragraphé or exceptional plea, in 
Attic procedure, was to increase both the chance of 
failure, and the pecuniary liabilities in case of failure, 
on the part of the plaintiff; also to better consider- 
ably the chances of the defendant. This enactment 
is said to have been moved by Archinus, on seeing 
that some persons were beginning to institute ac- 
tions at law, in spite of the amnesty; and for the 
better prevention of all such claims'. 


2 The Orat. xviii. of Isokratés— Paragraphé cont. Kallimachum—in- 
forms us on these points—especially sections 1-4. 

Kallimachus had entered an action against the client of Isokratés for 
10,000 drachmee (s. 15-17), charging him as an accomplice of Patroklés 
(the King-Archon under the Ten who immediately succeeded the Thirty, 
prior to the return of the exiles), in seizing and confiscating a sum of 
money belonging to Kallimachus. The latter, in commencing this ac- 
tion, was under the necessity of paying the fees called prytaneia; a sum 
proportional to what was claimed, and amounting to 30 drachme, 
when the sum claimed was between 1000 and 10,000 drachmss. Sup- 
pose that action had gone to trial directly, Kallimachus, if he lost his 
cause, would have to forfeit his prytaneia, but he would forfeit no more. 
Now according to the Paragraphé permitted by the law of Archinus, 
the defendant is allowed to make oath that the action against him is 
founded upon a fact prior to the archonship of Eukleidés; and a cause 
is then tried first, upon that special issue, upon which the defendant is 
allowed to speak first, before the defendant. If the verdict, on this 
special issue, is given in favour of the defendant, the plaintiff is not 
only disabled from proceeding farther with his action, but is condemned 
besides to pay to the defendant the forfeit called Epobely ; that is, one- 
sixth part of the sum claimed. But if, on the contrary, the verdict on the 
special issue be in favour of the plaintiff, he is held entitled to proceed 
farther with his original action, and to receive besides at once, from the 
plaintiff, the like forfeit or Epobely. Information on these regulations 
of procedure in the Attic dikasteries may be found in Meier end Scbié- 
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By these additional enactments, security was 
taken that the proceedings of the courts of justice 
should be in full conformity with the amnesty re- 
cently sworn, and that, neither directly nor indi- 
rectly, should any person be molested for wrongs 
done anterior to Eukleidés. And in fact the am- 
nesty was faithfully observed : the re-entering exiles 
from Peirzus, and the Horsemen with other parti- 
sans of the Thirty in Athens, blended again together 
into one harmonious and equal democracy. 

Eight years prior to these incidents, we have seen 
the oligarchical conspiracy of the Four Hundred, for 
ἃ moment successful, and afterwards overthrown ; 
and we have had occasion to notice, in reference to 
that event, the wonderful absence of all reactionary 
violence on the part of the victorious people, at a 
moment of severe provocation for the past and ex- 
treme apprehension for the future. We noticed 
that Thucydidés, no friend to the Athenian demo- 
cracy, selected precisely that occasion~on which 
some manifestation of vindictive impulse might have 
been supposed likely and natural—to bestow the 
most unqualified eulogies on their moderate and 
gentle bearing. Had the historian lived to describe 
the reign of the Thirty and the restoration which 
followed ‘it, we cannot doubt that his expressions 
would have been still warmer and more emphatic 
in the same sense. Few events in history, either 
ancient or modern, are more astonishing than the 
behaviour of the Athenian people, on recovering 
their democracy after the overthrow of the Thirty : 
and when we view it in conjunction with the like 


mann, Attischer Prozess, p. 647; Platner, Prosess und Klagen, vol. i. 
p- 156-162, 
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phenomenon after the deposition of the Four Hun- 
dred, we see that neither the one nor the other 
arose from peculiar caprice or accident of the mo- 
ment; both depended upon permanent attributes 
of the popular character. If we knew nothing else 
except the events of these two periods, we should be 
warranted in dismissing, on that evidence alone, the 
string of contemptuous predicates—giddy, irascible, 
jealous, unjust, greedy, &c.—one or other of which 
Mr. Mitford so frequently pronounces, and insinuates 
even when he does not pronounce them, respect- 
ing the Athenian people'. A people, whose ha- 
bitual temper and morality merited these epithets, 
could not have acted as the Athenians acted both 


1 Wachsmuth—who admits into his work, with little or no criticism, 
everything which has ever been said against the Athenian people, and 
indeed against the Greeks generally—affirms, contrary to all evidence 
and probability, that the amnesty was not really observed at Athens. 
(Wachsm. Hellen. Alterth. ch. ix. s. 71. vol. 11. p. 267.) 

The simple and distinct words of Xenophon—coming as they do from 
the mouth of so very hostile a witness—are sufficient to refute him— 
καὶ ὁμόσαντες ὅρκους ἦ μὴν μὴ μνησικακήσειν, ἔτι καὶ νῦν ὁμοῦ ye 
πολιτεύονται, καὶ τοῖς ὅρκοις ἐμμένει ὁ δῆμος (Hellen. 11. 4, 43). 

The passages to which Wachsmuth makes reference do not in the 
least establish: his point. Even if actions at law or accusations had 
been brought, in violation of the amnesty, this would not prove that 
the people violated it; unless we also knew that the dikastery had 
affirmed those actions. But he does not refer to any actions or accusa- 
tions preferred on any such ground. He only notices some cases in which, 
accusation being preferred on grounds subsequent to Eukleidés, the ac- 
cuser makes allusion in his speech to other matters anterior to Euklei- 
dés. Now every speaker before the Athenian dikastery thinks himself 
entitled to call up before the dikasts the whole past life of his oppo- 
nent, in the way of analogous evidence going to attest the general cha- 
racter of the latter, good or bad. For example, the accuser of Sokratés 
mentions, as a point going to impeach the general character of Sokratés, 
that he had been the teacher of Kritias; while the philosopher in his 
defence alludes to his own resolution and virtue as Prytanis in the 
assembly by which the generals were condemned after the battle of Ar- 
ginuse. Both these allusions come out as evidences to general character. 
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after the Four Hundred and after the Thirty. Par- 
ticular acts may be found in their history which 
justify severe censure; but as to the permanent 
elements of character, both moral and intellectual, 
no population in history has ever afforded stronger 
evidence than the Athenians on these two memo- 
rable occasions. 

If we follow the acts of the Thirty, we shall see Generons 
that the Horsemen and the privileged Three Thou- able beha- 
sand hoplites in the city had made themselves parti- ine Demos 
sans in every species of flagitious crime which could (tri win 
possibly be imagined to exasperate the feelings of cligarchy. . 
the exiles. The latter on returning saw before them 
men who had handed in their relations to be put to 
death without trial—who had seized upon and en- © 
joyed their property—who had expelled them all 
from the city, and a large portion of them even from 
Attica—and who had held themselves in mastery 
not merely by the overthrow of the constitution, 
but also by inviting and subsidizing foreign guards. 

Such atrocities, conceived and ordered by the 
Thirty, had been executed by the aid, and for the 
joint benefit (as Kritias justly remarked') of those 
occupants of the city whom the exiles found on re- 
turning. Now Thrasybulus, Anytus, and the rest 
of these exiles, saw their property all pillaged and 
appropriated by others during the few months of 
their absence: we may presume that their lands— 
which had probably not been sold, but granted to in- 
dividual members or partisans of the Thirty*—were 


δ Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 9. 
2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 1. ἦγον δὲ ἐκ τῶν χωρίων (of τριάκοντα) ἵν 
αὐτοὶ καὶ of φίλοι τοὺς τούτων ἄγρους ἔχοιεν. 
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restored to them ; but the moveable propérty could 
not be reclaimed, and the losses to which they re- 
mained subject were prodigious. The men who had 
caused and profited by these losses'—often with 
great brutality towards the wives and families of the 
exiles, as we know by the case of the orator Lysias 
—were now at Athens, all individually well known 
to the sufferers. In like manner, the sons and bro- 
thers of Leon and the other victims of the Thirty, 
saw before them the very citizens by whose hands 
their innocent relatives had been consigned without 
trial to prison and execution*. The amount of 
wrong suffered had been infinitely greater than in 
the time of the Four Hundred, and the provocation, 
on every ground public and private, violent to a 
degree never exceeded in history. Yet with all this 


Δ Isokratés cont. Kallimach. Or. xviii. 5. 30. 

Θρασύβουλος μὲν xal“Avuros, μέγιστον μὲν δυνάμενοι τῶν ev ry πόλει, 
«ολλῶν δὲ ἀπεστερημένοι χρημάτων, εἰδότες δὲ τοὺς ἀπογράψαντας, ὅμως 
οὐ τολμῶσιν αὐτοῖς δίκας λαγχάνειν οὐδὲ μνησικακεῖν, ἀλλ᾽ εἰ καὶ περὶ 
τῶν ἄλλων μᾶλλον ἑτέρων δύνανται διαπράττεσθαι, ἀλλ᾽ οὖν περί γε τῶν 
ἐν ταῖς συνθήκαις ἶσον ἔχειν τοῖς ἄλλοις ἀξιοῦσιν. 

On the other hand the young Alkibiadés (in the Orat. xvi. of Isokratés, 
De Bigis, s. 56) is made to talk about others recovering their property 
---τῶν ἄλλων κομιζομένων τὰς οὐσίας. My statement in the text recon- 
ciles these two. The young Alkibiadés goes on to state that the 
people had passed a vote to grant compensation fehim for the confis- 
cation of his father’s property, but that the power of his enemies had 
disappointed him of it. We may well doubt whether such vote ever 
really passed. 

It appears however that Batrachus, one of the chief informers who 
brought in victims for the Thirty, thought it prudent to live afterwards 
out of Attica (Lysias cont. Andokid. Or. vi. 5. 46), though he would 
have been legally protected by the amnesty. 

* Andokidés de Mysteriis, s. 94. Μέλητος δ᾽ αὖ οὑτοσὶ ἀπήγαγεν ὀπὶ 
τῶν τριάκοντα Λέοντα, ws ὑμεῖς ἅπαντες ἴστε, καὶ ἀπέθανεν ἐκεῖνος ἄκριτος 
......0Μέλητον τοίνυν τοῖς παισὶ τοῖς τοῦ Λέοντος οὐκ ἔστι φόνον διώκειν, 
ὅτι τοῖς νόμοις δεῖ χρῆσθαι ἀπ᾿ Εὐκλείδου ἄρχοντοο' ἐπεὶ ὥς γε οὐκ 
ἀπήγαγεν, οὐδ᾽ αὐτὸς ἀντιλέγει. 
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sting fresh in their bosoms, we find the victorious 
multitude, on the latter occasion as well as on the 
former, burying the past in an indiscriminate am- 
nesty, and anxious only for the future harmonious 
march of the renovated and all-comprehensive de- 
mocracy. We see the sentiment of commonwealth 
in the Demos, twice contrasted with the sentiment ἡ 
of faction in an ascendent oligarchy'; twice trium- 
phant over the strongest counter-motives, over the 
most bitter recollections of wrongful murder and 
spoliation, over all that passionate rush of reaction- 
ary appetite which characterises the moment of 
political restoration. ‘‘ Bloody will be the reign of 
that king, who comes back to his kingdom from 
exile ’’—says the Latin poet: bloody indeed had 
been the rule of Kritias and those oligarchs who 
had just come back from exile: ‘‘ harsh is a Demos 
(observes ASschylus) which has just got clear of 
misery*.” But the Athenian Demos, on coming 
back from Peirseus, exhibited the rare phenomenon 
of a restoration after cruel wrong suffered, sacri- 
ficing all the strong impulse of retaliation to a ge- 
nerous and deliberate regard for the future march 
of the commonwealth. Thucydidés remarks that 
the moderation of political antipathy which pre- 
vailed at Athens after the victory of the people over 
the Four Hundred, was the main cause which re- 
vived Athens from her great public depression and 
danger’, Much more forcibly does this remark 
apply to the restoration after the Thirty, when the 
public condition of Athens was at the lowest depth 
1 Thucyd. vi. 39. δῆμον, ξύμπαν ὠνομάσθαι, ὀλιγαρχίαν δὲ, μέροε. 
3 Xschylus, Sept. ad Thebas, v. 1047. 


Τραχύε γε μέντοι δῆμον ἐκφυγὼν κακά. 
ὃ Τηπογὰ, viii. 97. 


“ 
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restored to them ; but the mov gcould have rescues 
not be reclaimed, and the ’ wisdom and patriotism 
mained subject were pro” xorious Demos. Nothing 
caused and profited ᾿ γε enabled her to accomplish 
great brutality tow’ ,ction—into an independent and 
exiles, as we kr ‘state, though shorn of her imperial 
—were now ch will furnish material for the subse- 
to the suf. "“.. of our history. 
thers o* /“se note the memorable resolution of the 
saw ἢ Wn people to forget that which could not be 
th. nrered without ruin to the future march of 
τῷ te . 
Je “ dgemocracy—we must at the same time observe 
ΞΖ pat which they took special pains to preserve from 
peing forgotten. They formally recognised all the 
adjudged cases and all the rights of property as ex- 
isting under the democracy anterior to the Thirty. 
“You pronounced, fellow-citizens (says Andokidés), 
that all the judicial verdicts and all the decisions of 
arbitrators passed under the democracy should re- 
main valid—in order that there might be no aboli- 
tion of debts, no reversal of private rights, but that 
every man might have the means of enforcing con- 
tracts due to him byothers'.”’ Ifthe Athenian people 
had been animated by that avidity to despoil the 
rich, and that subjection to the passion of the mo- 
ment, which Mr. Mitford imputes to them in so many 
chapters of his history—-neither motive nor oppor- 
tunity was now wanting for wholesale confiscation ; 
of which the rich themselves, during the dominion 
of the Thirty, had set abundant example. The am- 
nesty as to political wrong, and the indelible memory 


1 Andokidés de Mysteriis, s. 88. Tas μὲν δίκας, ὦ ἄνδρες, καὶ ras 
διαίτας ἐποιήσατε κυρίας εἶναι, ὅποσαι ἐν δημοκρατουμένῃ τῇ πόλει ἐγέ- 
νοντο, ὅπως μήτε χρέων ἀποκοπαὶ εἶεν μήτε δίκαι ἀνάδικοι γένοιντο, ἀλλὰ 
τῶν ἰδίων συμβολαίων αἱ πράξεις εἶεν. 
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he rights of property, stand alike conspicuous 
ces of the real character of the Athenian 
wanted any farther proof of their capacity 
vaking the largest and soundest views on a diffi- 
cult political situation, we should find it in another 
of their measures at this critical period. The Ten 
who had succeeded to the oligarchical presidency 
of Athens after the death of Kritias and the expul- 
sion of the Thirty, had borrowed from Sparta the 
sum of one hundred talents, for the express purpose 
of making war on the exiles in Peireus. After the 
peace, it was necessary that such sum should be 
repaid, and some persons proposed that recourse 
should be had to the property of those individuals 
and that party who had borrowed the money. The 
apparent equity of the proposition was doubtless 
felt with peculiar force at a time when the public 
treasury was in the extreme of poverty. But never- 
theless both the democratical leaders and the peo- 
ple decidedly opposed it, resolving to recognise the 
debt as a public charge; in which capacity it was 
afterwards liquidated, after some delay arising from 
an unsupplied treasury’. 

All that was required from the Horsemen or 
Knights who had been active in the service of the 
Thirty, was that they should repay the sums which 
had been advanced to them by the latter as outfit. 
Such advance to the Horsemen, subject to subse- 
quent repayment, and seemingly distinct from the 
regular military pay—appears to have been a cus- 

1 Isokratés, Areopagit. Or. vii. s. 77; Demosth. cont. Leptin. c. 5. 
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tomary practice under the previous democracy’; 
but we may easily believe that the Thirty had 
carried it to an abusive excess, in their anxiety to 
enlist or stimulate partisans—when we recollect 
that they resorted to means more nefarious for the 
same end. There were of course great individual 
differences among these Knights, as to the degree 
in which each had lent himself to the misdeeds of 
the oligarchy. Even the most guilty of them were 
not molested, and they were sent four years after- 
wards to serve with Agesilaus in Asia, at a time 
when the Lacedemonians required from Athens a 
contingent of cavalry?; the Demos being well-pleased 
to be able to provide for them an honourable foreign 
service. But the general body of Knights suffered 
so little disadvantage from the recollection of the 
Thirty, that many of them in after-days became 
senators, generals, hipparchs, and occupants of 
other considerable posts in the state’. 

1 Lysias pro Mantitheo, Or. xvi. 5. 6-8. I accept substantially the 
explanation which Harpokration and Photius give of the word κατά- 
στασις, in spite of the objections taken to it by M. Boeckh, which 
appear to me not founded upon any adequate ground. I cannot but 
think that Reiske is right in distinguishing κατάστασις from the pay— 


μισθός. 

See Boeckh, Public Economy of Athens, Ὁ. ii. sect. 19. p. 250. In 
the Appendix to this work (which is not translated into English along 
with the work itself) he farther gives the Fragment of an Inscription 
which he considers to bear upon this resumption of κατάστασις from 
the Horsemen or Knights after the Thirty. But the Fragment is so very 
unperfect, that nothing can be affirmed with any certainty concerning 
it: see the Staatshaush. der Athener, Appendix, vol. ii. pp. 207, 208. 

3 Xenoph. Hellen. iii. 1, 4. 

* Lysias, Or. xvi. pro Mantitheo, s. 9,10; Lysias, cont. Evandr. 
Or. xxvi. 5. 2]-25. 

We see from this latter oration (s. 26) that Thrasybulus helped some 
of the chief persons, who had been in the city and had resisted the re- 
turn of the exiles, to get over the difficulties of the Dokimasy (or exa- 
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Although the decree of Tisamenus—prescribing 
a revision of the laws without delay, and directing 
that the laws when so revised should be posted up 
for public view, to form the sole and exclusive guide 
of the Dikasteries—had been passed immediately 
after the return from Peirzus and the confirmation 
of the amnesty, yet it appears that considerable 
delay took place before such enactment was carried 
into full effect. A person named Nikomachus was 
charged with the duty, and stands accused of having 
performed it tardily as well as corruptly. He as 
well as Tisamenus! was a scribe or secretary; under 
which name were included a class of paid officers, 
highly important in the detail of business at Athens, 
though seeminglv men of low birth, and looked upon 
as filling a subordinate station, open to sneers from 
unfriendly orators. The boards, the magistrates, 
and the public bodies were so frequently changed 
at Athens, that the continuity of public business 
could only have been maintained by paid secreta- 
ries of this character, who devoted themselves con- 
stantly to the duty’. 


mination into character previously to being admitted to take possession 
of any office, to which a man had been either elected or drawn by lot) 
m after-years. 16 spoke in favour of Evander, in order that the latter 
might be accepted as King-Archon. 

‘ I presume confidently that Tisamenus the sembe, mentioned in 
Lysias cont. Nikomach. 8. 37, is the same person as Tisamenus named 
in Andokidés de Mysteriis (s. 83) as the proposer of the memorable 
psephism. 

3 See M. Boeckh’s Public Economy of Athens, Ὁ. ii. c. 8. p. 186, 
Eng. Tr., for a summary of all that is known respecting these ypap- 
parets or secretaries. 

The expression in Lysias cont. Nikomach. s. 38—éri ὑπογραμματεῦ- 
σαι οὐκ ἔξεστι δὶς τὸν αὐτὸν τῇ ἀρχῇ τῇ αὐτῇ----ἰδβ correctly explained by 
M. Boeckh as having a very restricted meaning, and as only applying 
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Nikomachus had been named, during the demo- 
cracy anterior to the Thirty, for the purpose of 
preparing a fair transcript, and of posting up afresh 
(probably in clearer characters and in a place more 
convenient for public view) the old laws of Solon. 
We can well understand that the renovated demo- 
cratical feeling, which burst out after the expulsion 
of the Four Hundred and dictated the vehement 
psephism of Demophantus, might naturally also 
produce such a commission as this, for which Ni- 
komachus, both as one of the public scribes or 
secretaries, and as an able speaker’, was a suitable 
person. His accuser (for whom Lysias composed 
his thirtieth oration now remaining) denounces him 
as having not only designedly lingered in the busi- 
ness, for the purpose of prolonging the period of re- 
muneration—but even as having corruptly tampered 
with the old laws, by new interpolations as well as 
by omissions. How far such charges may have been 
merited, we have no means of judging ; but even 
assuming Nikomachus to have been both honest and 
diligent, he would find no small difficulty in properly 
discharging his duty of Anagrapheus? or ‘‘ Writer- 
to two successive years. And I think we may doubt whether in prac- 
tice it was rigidly adhered ta; though it is possible to suppose that 
these secretaries alternated among themselves from one board or office 
to another. Their great usefulness consisted in the fact, that they were 
constantly iu the service, and thus kept up the continuous march of the 
details. 

δ Lysias, Or. xxx. cont. Nikomach. 5. 32. 

3 Lysias, Or. xxx. cont. Nikomach. s. 33. Wachsmuth calls him 
erroneously Antigrapheus instead of Anagrapheus (Hellen. Alterth. 
vol. ii. ix. p. 269). 

Tt seems by Orat. vii. of Lysias (8. 20, 36, 39) that Nikomachus was 


at enmity with various persons who employed Lysias as their logograph 
or speecb-writer. 
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up” of all the old Jaws of Athens, from Solon down- 
ward. Both the phraseology of these old laws, and 
the alphabet in which they were written, were in 
many cases antiquated and obsolete’; while there 
were doubtless also cases in which one law was at 
variance, wholly or partially, with another. Now 
such contradictions and archaisms would be likely 
to prove offensive, if set up in a fresh place and with 
clean, new characters ; while Nikomachus had no 
authority to make the smallest alteration, and might 
naturally therefore be tardy in a commission which 
did not promise much credit to him in its result. 
These remarks tend to show that the necessity 
of a fresh collection and publication (if we may use 
that word) of the laws, had been felt prior to the 
time of the Thirty. But sucha project could hardly 
be realized without at the same time revising the 
laws, asa body, removing all flagrant contradictions, 
and rectifying what might glaringly displease the 
age either in substance or in style. Now the pse- 
phism of Tisamenus, one of the first measures of 
the renewed democracy after the Thirty, both pre- 
scribed such revision and set in motion a revising 
body; but an additional decree was now proposed 
and carried by Archinus, relative to the alphabet 
in which the revised laws should be drawn up. The 
Ionic alphabet—that is, the full Greek alphabet of 
twenty-four letters, as now written and printed— 
had been in use at Athens universally, for a con- 
siderable time, apparently for two generations ; but 
from tenacious adherence to ancient custom, the 
laws had still continued to be consigned to writing 


1 Lysias, Or. x. cont. Theomnest. A. 5. 16-20, 
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in the old Attic alphabet of only sixteen or eighteen 
letters. It was now ordained that this scanty alpha- 
bet should be discontinued, and that the revised 
laws, as well as all future public acts, should be 
written up in the full Ionic alphabet’. 

Partly through this important reform, partly 
through the revising body, partly through the agency 
of Nikomachus, who was still continued as Ana- 
grapheus—the revision, inscription, and publication 
of the laws in their new alphabet was at length com- 
pleted. But it seems to have taken two years to 
perform—or at least two years elapsed before Niko- 
machus went through his trial of accountability *. 
He appears to have made various new propositions 
of his own, which were among those adopted by the 
Nomothete: for these his accuser attacks him, on 
the trial of accountability, as well as on the still 
graver allegation of having corruptly falsified the 
decisions of that body—writing up what they had 
not sanctioned, or suppressing that which they had 
sanctioned’. 

The archonship of Eukleidés, succeeding imme- ° 
diately to the Anarchy, (as the archonship of Py- 
thodérus, or the period of the Thirty, was denomi- 
nated,) became thus a cardinal point or epoch in 
Athenian history. We cannot doubt that the laws 


1 See Taylor, Vit. Lysie, p. 53, 54; Franz, Element. Epigraphicé 
Grec. Introd. p. 18-24. 

3 Lysias cont. Nikom. s. 3. His employment had lasted six years 
altogether: four years before the Thirty—two years after them—s. 7. 
At least this seems the sense of the orator. 

> I presume this to be the sense of 5. 2] of the Oration of Lysias 
against him—ei μὲν νόμους ἐτίθην περὶ τῆς ἀναγραφῆς, &c.: also 5. 33- 
48---παρακαλοῦμεν ἐν τῇ κρίσει τιμωρεῖσθαι τοὺς τὴν ὑμετέραν νομοθεσίαν 
ἀφανίζοντας, &c. 

The tenor of the oration, however, is unfortunately obscure. 
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came forth out of this revision considerably modified, 
though unhappily we possess no particulars on the 
subject. We learn that the political franchise was, 
on the proposition of Aristophon, so far restricted 
for the future, that no person could be a citizen by 
birth except the son of citizen parents on both 
sides ; whereas previously, it had been sufficient if 
the father alone was a citizen’. The rhetor Lysias, 
by station a metic, had not only suffered great 
loss, narrowly escaping death from the Thirty (who 
actually put to death his brother Polemarchus)— 
but had contributed a large sum to assist the armed 
efforts of the exiles under Thrasybulus in Peirxus. 
As a reward and compensation for such antecedents, 
the latter proposed that the franchise of citizen 
should be conferred upon him ; but we are told that 
this decree, though adopted by the people, was after- 
wards indicted by Archinus as illegal or informal, 
and canceled. Lysias, thus disappointed of the citi- 
zenship, passed the remainder of his life as an Iso- 
teles, or non-freeman on the best condition, exempt 
from the peculiar burdens upon the class of metics®. 

Such refusal of citizenship to an eminent man 
like Lysias, who had both acted and suffered in the 
cause of the democracy, when combined with the 
decree of Aristophon above noticed, implies a degree 
of augmented strictness which we can only partially 
explain. It was not merely the renewal of her 
democracy for which Athens had now to provide. 
She had also to accommodate her legislation and 


1 Iseeus, Or. viii. De Kiron. Sort. 5. 61; Demosthen. cont. Eubulid. 
α. 10. p. 1307. 
3 Plutarch, Vit. X. Oratt. (Lysias) p. 836; Taylor, Vit. Lysie, p. 53. 
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administration to her future march as an isolated 
state, without empire or foreign dependencies. For 
this purpose material changes must have been re- 
quired: among others, we know that the Board of 
Hellenotamiz (originally named for the collection 
and management of the tribute at Delos, but attract- 
ing to themselves gradually more extended func- 
tions, until they became ultimately, immediately 
before the Thirty, the general paymasters of the 
state) was discontinued, and such among its duties 
as did not pass away along with the loss of the foreign 
empire, were transferred to two new officers—the 
treasurer at war, and the manager of the Thedrikon 
or religious festival-fund'. Respecting these two 
new departments, the latter of which especially be- 
came so much extended as to comprise most of the 
disbursements of a peace-establishment, I shall 
speak more fully hereafter ; at present I only notice 
them as manifestations of the large change in Athe- 
nian administration consequent upon the loss of the 
empire. There were doubtless many other changes 
arising from the same cause, though we do not 
know them in detail ; and I incline to number among 
such the alteration above noticed respecting the 
right of citizenship. While the Athenian empire 
lasted, the citizens of Athens were spread over the 
AXgean in every sort of capacity—as settlers, mer- 
chants, navigators, soldiers, &c. ; which must have 
tended materially to encourage intermarriages be- 
tween them and the women of other Grecian insular 
states. Indeed we are even told that an express 


1 See respecting this change Boeckh, Public Econ. of Athens, ii. 7. 
p. 180 seq., Eng. Tr. 
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permission of connubium with Athenians was granted 
to the inhabitants of Eubcea'—a fact (noticed by 
Lysias) of some moment in illustrating the ten- 
deacy of the Athenian empire to multiply family 
ties between Athens and the allied cities. Now, 
according to the law which prevailed before Euklei- 
dés, the son of evéry such marriage was by birth 
an Athenian citizen; an arrangement at that time 
useful to Athens, as strengthening the bonds of her 
empire—and eminently useful in a larger point of 
view, among the causes of Pan-hellenic sympathy. 
But when Athens was deprived both of her empire 
and her fleet, and confined within the limits of Attica 
—there no longer remained any motive to continue 
such a regulation, so that the exclusive city-feeling, 
instinctive in the Grecian mind, again became pre- 


dominant. Such is perhaps the explanation of the — 


new restrictive law proposed by Aristophon. 

Thrasybulus and the gallant handful of exiles who 
had first seized Phylé, received no larger reward 
than 1000 drachme for a common sacrifice and 
votive offering, together with wreaths of olive as a 
token of gratitude from their countrymen*®. The 
debt which Athens owed to Thrasybulus was indeed 
such as could not be liquidated by money. To his 
individual patriotism, in great degree, we may ascribe 
not only the restoration of the democracy, but its 
good behaviour when restored. How different would 
have been the consequences of the restoration and 
the conduct of the people, had the event been brought 

1 Lysias, Fragm. Or. xxxiv. De non dissolvenda Republica, s. 3— 
ἀλλὰ καὶ Εὐβοεῦσιν ἐπιγαμίαν ἐποιούμεθα, &c. 


? Xschinés, cont. Ktesiphon. c. 62. p. 437; Cornel. Nepos, Thrasy- 
bul. ο. 4. 
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about by a man like Alkibiadés, applying great abi- 
lities principally to the furtherance of his own cu- 
pidity and power! 

At the restoration of the democracy, however, 
Alkibiadés was already no more. Shortly after the 
catastrophe at ASgospotami, he had sought shelter 
in the satrapy of Pharnabazus, no longer thinking 
himself safe from Lacedzmonian persecution in his 
forts on the Thracian Chersonese. He carried with 
him a good deal of property, though he left still more 
behind him in these forts ; how acquired, we do not 
know. But having crossed apparently to Asia by 
the Bosporus, he was plundered by the Thracians 
in Bithynia, and incurred much loss before he could 
reach Pharnabazus in Phrygia. Renewing the tie 
of personal hospitality which he had contracted with 
Pharnabazus four years before', he now solicited 
from the satrap a safe conduct up to Susa. The 
Athenian envoys—whom Pharnabazus, after his 
former pacification with Alkibiadés in 408 s.c., had 
engaged to escort to Susa, but had been compelled 
by the mandate of Cyrus to detain as prisoners— 
were just now released from their three years’ de- 
tention, and enabled to come down to the Propontis?; 
and Alkibiadés, by whom this mission had originally 
been projected, tried to prevail on the satrap to per- 
form the promise which he had originally given, but 
had not been able to fulfill. The hopes of the san- 
guine exile, reverting back to the history of Themi- 
stoklés, led him to anticipate the same success at 


' Xenoph. Hellen. i. 3, 12. rév τε κοινὸν ὅρκον καὶ ἰδίᾳ ἀλλήλοις 
πίστεις ἐποιοῦντο. 


2. Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 7. 


Cuap. LXVI.] ALKIBIADES IN PIRYGIA. 


Susa as had fallen to the lot of the latter: nor was 
the design impracticable, to one whose ability was 
universally renowned, and who had already acted as 
minister to Tissaphernés. 

The court of Susa was at this time in a peculiar 
position. King Darius Nothus, having recently died, 
had been succeeded by his eldest son Artaxerxes 
Mnemon’ ; but the younger son Cyrus, whom Da- 
rius had sent for during his last illness, tried after 
the death of the latter to supplant Artaxerxes in the 
succession—or at least was suspected of so trying. 
Being seized and about to be slain, the queen-mother 
Parysatis prevailed upon Artaxerxes to pardon him, 
and send him again down to his satrapy along the 
coast of Ionia, where he laboured strenuously, though 
secretly, to acquire the means of dethroning his 
brother; a memorable attempt, of which I shall 
speak more fully hereafter. But his schemes, though 
carefully masked, did not escape the observation of 
Alkibiadés, who wished to make a merit of reveal- 
ing them at Susa, and to become the instrument of 
defeating them. He communicated his suspicions 
as well as his purpose to Pharnabazus; whom he 
tried to awaken by alarm of danger to the empire, 
in order that he might thus get himself forwarded 
to Susa as informant and auxiliary. 

Pharnabazus was already jealous and unfriendly 
in spirit towards Lysander and the Lacedzmonians 
(of which we shall soon see plain evidance)—and 
perhaps towards Cyrus also, since such were the 
habitual relations of neighbouring satraps in the 
Persian empire. But the Lacedzemonians and Cyrus 

1 Xenoph. Anab. i. 1; Diodor. xiii. 108. _ 
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were now all-powerful on the Asiatic coast, so that 
he probably did not dare to exasperate them, by 
identifying himself with a mission so hostile and an 
enemy so dangerous to both. Accordingly he refused 
compliance with the request of Alkibiadés ; grant- 
ing him nevertheless permission to live in Phrygia, 
and even assigning to him a revenue. But the ob- 
jects at which the exile was aiming soon became more 
or less fully divulged, to those against whom they 
were intended. His restless character, enterprise, 
and capacity, were so well known as to raise exag- 
gerated fears as well as exaggerated hopes. Not 
merely Cyrus—but the Lacedemonians, closely allied 
with Cyrus—and the Dekadarchies, whom Lysander 
had set up in the Asiatic Grecian cities,and who held 
their power only through Lacedemonian support— 
all were uneasy at the prospect of seeing Alkibiadés 
again in action and command, amidst so many unset- 
tled elements. Nor can we doubt that the exiles 
whom these Dekadarchies had banished, and the dis- 
affected citizens who remained at home under their 
government in fear of banishment or death, kept up 
correspondence with him, and looked to him as a pro- 
bable liberator. Moreover the Spartan king Agis still 
retained the same personal antipathy against him, 
which had already some years before procured the 
order to be despatched, from Sparta to Asia, to as- 
sassinate him. Here are elements enough, of hosti- 
lity, vengeance, and apprehension, afloat against 
Alkibiadés—without believing the story of Plutarch, 
that Kritias and the Thirty sent to apprise Lysander 
that the oligarchy at Athens-could not stand, so long 
as Alkibiadés was alive. The truth is, that though 
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the Thirty had included him in the list of exiles’, 
they had much less to dread from his assaults or 
plots, in Attica, than the Lysandrian Dekadarchies 
in the cities of Asia. Moreover his name was not 
popular even among the Athenian democrats, as will 
be shown hereafter when we come to recount the 
trial of Sokratés. Probably therefore the alleged 
intervention of Kritias and the Thirty, to procure 
the murder of Alkibiadés, is a fiction of the subse- 
quent encomiasts of the latter at Athens, in order 
to create for him claims to esteem as a friend and 
fellow-sufferer with the democracy. 

A special despatch (or Skytalé) was sent out by 
the Spartan authorities to Lysander in Asia, ,en- 
joining him to procure that Alkibiadés should be 
put to death. Accordingly Lysander communicated 
this order to Pharnabazus, within whose satrapy Al- 
kibiadés was residing, and requested that it might be 
put in execution. The whole character of Pharnaba- 
zus shows that he would not perpetrate such a deed, 
towards a man with whom he had contracted ties of 
hospitality, without sincere reluctance and great pres- 
sure from without ; especially as it would have been 
easy for him to connive underhand at the escape of 
the intended victim. We may therefore be sure that 
it was Cyrus, who, informed of the revelations con- 
templated by Alkibiadés, enforced the requisition 
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of Lysander; and that the joint demand of the two | 


was too formidable even to be evaded, much less 
openly disobeyed. Accordingly Pharnabazus des- 
patched his brother Magzeus and his uncle Sisami- 
‘thres with a band of armed men, to assassinate 


1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 42; Isokratés, Or. xvi. De Bigis, 5. 46. 
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Alkibiadés in the Phrygian village where he was 
residing. These men, not daring to force their way 
into his house, surrounded it and set it on fire; 
but Alkibiadés, having contrived to extinguish the 
flames, rushed out upon his assailants with a dagger 
in his right-hand, and a cloak wrapped round his 
left to serve as a shield. None of them dared to 
come near him ; but they poured upon him showers 
of darts and arrows until he perished, undefended 
as he was either by shield or by armour. A female 
companion with whom he lived — Timandra — 
wrapped up his body in garments of her own, and 
performed towards it all the last affectionate solem- 
nities!. | 
Character Such was the deed which Cyrus and the Lace- 
bisdés, © demonians did not scruple to enjoin, nor the uncle 
and brother of a Persian satrap to execute—and by 
which this celebrated Athenian perished, before he 
had attained the age of fifty. Had he lived, we can- 
not doubt that he would again have played some 
conspicuous part—for neither his temper nor his 
abilities would have allowed him to remain in the 
shade—but whether to the advantage of Athens or 
not, is more questionable. Certain it is, that taking 
his life throughout, the good which he did to her 
bore no proportion to the far greater evil. Of the 
' I put together what seems to me the most probable account of the 
death of Alkibiadés from Plutarch, Alkib. c. 38, 39; Diodorus, xiv. ]1 
(who cites Ephorus, compare Ephor. Fragm. 126, ed. Didot); Corne- 


lius Nepos, Alkibiad. c.10; Justin, v.8; Isokratés, Or. xvi. De Bigis, 
s. 50. 

There were evidently different stories, about the antecedent causes 
and circumstances, among which a selection must be made. The ex- 
treme perfidy ascribed by Ephorus to Pharnabazus appears to me not 
at all in the character of that satrap. 
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disastrous Sicilian expedition, he was more the cause 
than any other individual—though that enterprise 
cannot properly be said to have been caused by any 
individual, but rather to have emanated from a 
national impulse. Having first, as a counsellor, 
contributed more than any other man to plunge the 
Athenians into this imprudent adventure, he next, 
as an exile, contributed more than any other man 
(except Nikias) to turn that adventure into ruin, 
and the consequences of it into still greater ruin. 
Without him, Gylippus would not have been sent 
to Syracuse—Dekeleia would not have been fortified 
—Chios and Miletus would not have revolted—the 
oligarchical conspiracy of the Four Hundred would 
not have been originated. Nor can it be said that 
his first three years of political action as Athenian 
leader, in a speculation peculiarly his own—the 
alliance with Argos, and the campaigns in Pelopon- 
nesus — proved in any way advantageous to his 
country. On the contrary, by playing an offensive 
game where he had hardly sufficient force for a de- 
fensive, he enabled the Lacedzmonians completely 
to recover their injured reputation and ascendency 
through the important victory of Mantineia. The 
period of his life really serviceable to his couatry, 
and really glorious to himself, was that of three years 
ending with his return to Athens in 407 8.c. The 
results of these three years of success were frustrated 
by the unexpected coming-down of Cyrus as satrap : 
but, just at the moment when it behoved Alkibiadés 
to put forth a higher measure of excellence, in order 
to realise his own promises in the face of this new 
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obstacle — at that critical moment we find him 
spoiled by the unexpected welcome which had re- 
cently greeted him at Athens, and falling miserably 
short even of the former merit whereby that welcome 
had been earned. 

If from his achievements we turn to his disposi- 
tions, his ends, and his means—there are few cha- 
racters in Grecian history who present so little to 
esteem, whether we look at him as a public or as 
a private man. His ends are those of exorbitant 
ambition and vanity—his means rapacious as well 
as reckless—from his first dealing with Sparta and 
the Spartan envoys, down to the end of his career. 
The manceuvres whereby his political enemies first 
procured his exile were indeed base and guilty in 
a high degree; but we must recollect that if his 
enemies were more numerous and violent than those 
of any other politician in Athens, the generating 
seed was sown by his own overweening insolence, 
and contempt of restraints, legal as well as social. 

On the other hand, he was never once defeated 
either by land or sea. In courage, in ability, in en- 
terprise, in power of dealing with new men and 
new situations, he was never wanting ; qualities, 
which, combined with his high birth, wealth, and 
personal accomplishments, sufficed to render him 
for the time the first man in every successive party 
which he espoused—Athenian, Spartan, or Persian 
—oligarchical or democratical. But to none of them 
did he ever inspire any lasting confidence ; all suc- 
cessively threw him off. On the whole, we shall 
find few men in whom eminent capacities for action 
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and command are so thoroughly marred by an as- 
semblage of bad moral qualities, as Alkibiadés'. 


? Cornelius Nepos says (Alcib. c. 11) of Alkibiadés—* Iunc infa- 
matum a plerisque tres gravissimi historici summis laudibus extulerunt : 
Thucydides, qui ejusdem etatis fuit; Theopompus, qui fuit post ali- 
quando natus; et Timzeus: qui quidem duo maledicentissimi, nescio 
quo modo, in illo uno laudando conscierunt.”’ 

We have no means of appreciating what was said by Theopompus 
and Timzus. But as to Thucydidés, it is to be recollected that he 
extols only the capacity and warlike enterprise of Alkibiadés—nothing 
beyond; and he had good reason for doing so. His picture of the 
dispositions and conduct of Alkibiadés is the reverse of eulogy. 

The Oration xvi. of Isokratés, De Bigis, spoken by the son of Alki- 
biadés, goes into a laboured panegyric of his father’s character, but is 
prodigiously inaccurate, if we compare it with the facts stated in Thu- 
cydidés and Xenophon. But he is justified in saying—ovdérore τοῦ 
πατρὸς ἡγουμένον τρόπαιον ὑμῶν ἔστησαν of πολέμιοι (8. 23). 


VOL. VIII. 2r 


Extraordi- 
nary deve- 
lopment of 
dramatic 
genius. 


434 


CHAPTER LXVII. 


THE DRAMA.—RHETORIC AND DIALECTICS.—THE 
SOPHISTS. 


- Resprectine the political history of Athens during 
_ the few years immediately succeeding the restoration 


of the democracy, we have unfortunately little or 
no information. But in the spring of 399 B.c., be- 
tween three and four years after the beginning of the 
archonship of Eukleidés, an event happened of para- 
mount interest to the intellectual public of Greece 
as well as to philosophy generally—the trial, con- 
demnation, and execution, of Sokratés. Before I 
recount that memorable incident, it will be proper 
to say a few words on the literary and philosophical 
character of the age in which it happened. Though 
literature and philosophy are now becoming separate 
departments in Greece, each exercises a marked in- 
fluence on the other—and the state of dramatic 
literature will be seen to be one of the causes directly 
contributing to the fate of Sokratés. 

During the century of the Athenian democracy 
between Kleisthenés and Eukleidés, there had been 
produced a development of dramatic genius, tragic 
and comic, never paralleled before or afterwards. 
Eschylus, the creator of the tragic drama, or at 
least the first composer who rendered it illustrious, 
had been a combatant both at Marathon and Salamis; 
while Sophoklés and Euripidés, his two eminent 
followers (the former, one of the generals of the 
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Athenian armament against Samos in 440 B.c.) 
expired both of them only a year before the battle 
of AXgospotami—just in time to escape the bitter 
humiliation and suffering of that mournful period. 
Out of the once numerous compositions of these 
poets we possess only a few, yet sufficient to enable 
us to appreciate in some degree the grandeur of 
Athenian tragedy ; and when we learn that they 
were frequently beaten, even with the best of their 
dramas now remaining, in fair competition for the 
prize against other poets whose names only have 
reached us—we are warranted in presuming that 
the best productions of these successful competitors, 
if not intrinsically finer, could hardly have been 
inferior in merit to theirs’. 

The tragic drama belonged essentially to the 
festivals in honour of the god Dionysus; being ori- 
ginally a chorus sung in his honour, to which were 
successively superadded—first, an Iambic mono- 
logue,—next, a dialogue with two actors,—lastly, a 
regular plot with three actors, and the chorus itself 
interwoven into the scene. Its subjects were from 
the beginning, and always continued to be, persons 
either divine or heroic, above the level of historical 
life and borrowed from what was called the mythical 
past: the Persz of A’schylus forms a splendid ex- 
ception, but the two analogous dramas of his con- 
temporary, Phrynichus,—the Phcenisse and the 
capture of Milétus—were not successful enough to 

! The C&dipus Tyrannus of Sophoklés was surpassed by the rival 
composition of Philoklés. The Medea of Euripidés stood only third for 
the prize; Euphorion, son of Eschylus, being first, Sophoklés second. 


Yet these two tragedies are the masterpieces now remaining of Sa- 
phoklés and Euripidés, 
2F2 
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invite subsequent tragedians to meddle with con- 
temporary events. To three serious dramas or a 
trilogy—at first connected together by sequence of 
subject more or less loose, but afterwards uncon- 
nected and on distinct subjects, through an innova- 
tion introduced by Sophoklés, if not before—the 
tragic poet added a fourth or satyrical drama; the 
characters of which were satyrs, the companions of 
the god Dionysus, and other heroic or mythical 
persons exhibited in farce. He thus made up a 
total offour dramas or a tetralogy, which he got 
up and brought forward to contend for the prize at 
the festival. The expense of training the chorus 
and actors was chiefly furnished by the Chorégi, 
wealthy citizens, of whom one was named for each 
of the ten tribes, and whose honour and vanity were 
greatly interested in obtaining the prize. At first, 
these exhibitions took place on a temporary stage, 
with nothing but wooden supports and scaffolding ; 
but shortly after the year 500 3B.c., an an occasion 
when the poets A¢schylus and Pratinas were con- 
tending for the prize, this stage gave way during 
the ceremony, and lamentable mischief was the re- 
sult. After that misfortune, a permanent theatre 
of stone was provided. To what extent the project 
was realised before the invasion of Xerxes, we do 
not accurately know; but after his destructive oc- 
cupation of Athens, the theatre, if any existed pre- 


viously, would have to be rebuilt or renovated along 
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with other injured portions of the city. 

It was under that great development of the power 
of Athens which followed the expulsion of Xerxes, 
that the theatre with its appurtenances attained full 
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magnitude and elaboration, and Attic tragedy its 
maximum of excellence. Sophoklés gained his first 
victory over Zéschylus in 468 B.c.: the first exhibi- 
tion of Euripidés was in 4558.c. The names, though 
unhappily the names alone, of many other compe- 
titors have reached us: Philoklés, who gained the 
prize even over the CEdipus Tyrannus of Sophoklés ; 
Euphborion son of Asschylus, Xenoklés and Nikoma- 
chus, all known to have triumphed over Euripidés ; 
Neophron, Achzeus, Ion, Agathon, and many more. 
The continuous stream of new tragedy, poured out 
year after year, was something new in the history of 
theGreek mind. If we could suppose all the ten tribes 
contending for the prize every year, there would be 
ten tetralogies (or sets of four dramas each, three 
tragedies and one satyrical farce) at the Dionysiac 
festival, and as many at the Lenzan. So great a 
number as sixty new tragedies composed every 
year', is not to be thought of; yet we do not know 


1 The careful examination of Welcker (Griech. Tragodie. vol. i. p. 76) 
makes out the titles of eighty tragedies unquestionably belonging to 
Sophoklés—over and above the satyrical dramas in his Tetralogies. 
Welcker has considerably cut down the number admitted by previous 
authors, carried by Fabricius as high as 1/8, and even by Boeckh as 
high as 109 (Welcker, ué sup. p. 62). 

The number of dramas ascribed to Euripidés is sometimes 92, some- 
times 75. Elmsley (in his remarks on the Argument to the Medea, 
p. 72) thinks that even the larger of these numbers is smaller than what 
Euripidés probably composed ; since the poet continued composing for 
fifty years, from 455 to 405 B.c., and was likely during each year to 
have composed one, if not two, tetralogies; if he could prevail upon the 
archon to grant him a chorus, that is, the opportunity of representing. 
The Didaskalies took no account of any except such as gained the first, 
second or third prize. Welcker gives the titles, and an approximative 
guess at the contents, of 51 lost tragedies of the poet, besides the 17 
remaining (p. 443). 

Aristarchus the tragedian is affirmed by Suidas to have composed 70 
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whatwas the usual number of competing tetralo- 
gies: it was at least three—since the first, second 
and third are specified in the Didaskalies or Thea- 
trical Records—and probably greater than three. 
It was rare to repeat the same drama a second 
time, unless after considerable alterations; nor 
would it be creditable to the liberality of a Choré- 
gus to decline the full cost of getting up a new 
tetralogy. Without pretending to determine with 
numerical accuracy how many dramas were com- 
posed in each year, the general fact of unexampled 
abundance in the productions of the tragic muse is 
both authentic and interesting. 

Moreover—what is not less important to notice 
—all this abundance found its way to the minds of 
the great body of the citizens, not excepting even 
the poorest. For the theatre is said to have ac- 
commodated 30,000 persons’: here again it is un- 
safe to rely upon numerical accuracy, but we can- 
not doubt that it was sufficiently capacious to give 
to most of the citizens, poor as well as rich, ample 
opportunity of profiting by these beautiful compo- 
sitions. At first, the admission to the theatre was 
gratuitous ; but as the crowd, of strangers as well 
as freemen, was found both excessive and disorderly, 
the system was adopted of asking a price, seemingly 
at the time when the permanent theatre was put in 
complete order after the destruction caused by 
Xerxes. The theatre was let by contract to a ma- 


tragedies, of which only two gained the prize. As many as 120 compo- 
sitions are ascribed to Neophron, 44 to Acheus, 40 to Ion (Welcker, 
ib. p. 889). 

' Plato, Symposion, c. 3. p. 175. 
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nager who engaged to defray (either in whole or 
part) the habitual cost incurred by the state in the 
representation, and who was allowed to sell tickets 
of admission. At first it appears that the price of 
tickets was not fixed, so that the poor citizens were 
overbid, and could not get places. Accordingly 
Periklés introduced a new system, fixing the price 
of places at three oboli (or half a drachma) for the 
better, and one obolus for the less good. As there 
were two days of representation, tickets covering 
both days were sold respectively for a drachma and 
two oboli. But in order that the poor citizens might 
be enabled to attend, two oboli were given out from | 
the public treasure to each citizen (rich as well as 
poor, if they chose to receive it) on the occasion of 
the festival. A poor man was thus furnished with 
the means of purchasing his place and going to the 
theatre without cost, on both days, if he chose ; or, 
if he preferred it, he might go on one day only—or 
might even stay away altogether and spend both the 
two oboli in any other manner. The higher price 
obtained for the better seats purchased by the richer 
citizens, is here to be set against the sum disbursed 
to the poorer ; but we have no data before us for 
striking the balance, nor can we tell how the finances 
of the state were affected by it?. 

Such was the original Thedérikon or festival- -pay 


1 For these particulars, see chiefly a learned and valuable compila- 
tion—G. C. Schneider, Das Attische Theater-Wesen, Weimar 1835— 
furnished with copious notes; though I do not fully concur in all his 
details, and have differed from him on some points. I cannot think 
that more than two oboli were given to any one citizen at the same 
festival; at least, not until the distributions became extended, in times 
posterior to the Thirty: see M. Schneider’s Book, p. 17; also Notes, 
29-196. 
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introduced by Periklés at Athens ; a system of dis- 
tributing the public money, gradually extended to 
other festivals in which there was no theatrical re- 
presentation, and which in later times reached a 
mischievous excess ; having begun at a time when 
Athens was full of money from foreign tribute,— 
and continuing, with increased demand, at a sub- 
sequent time when she was comparatively poor and 
without extraneous resources. It is to be remem- 
bered that all these festivals were portions of the 
ancient religion, and that according to the feelings 
of that time, cheerful and multitudinous assemblages 
were essential to the satisfaction of the god in whose 
honour the festival was celebrated. Such disburse- 
ments were a portion of the religious, even more 
than of the civil establishment. Of the abusive 
excess which they afterwards. reached, however, ἢ 
shall speak in a future volume: at present I deal 
with the Theérikon only in its primitive function 
and effect, of enabling all Athenians indiscriminately 
to witness the representation of the tragedies. 

We cannot doubt that the effect of these com- 
positions upon the public sympathies, as well as 
upon the public judgment and intelligence, must 
have been beneficial and moralising in a high degree. 
Though the subjects and persons are legendary, the 
relations between them are all human and simple— 
exalted above the level of humanity, only in such 
measure as to present a stronger claim to the hearer’s 
admiration or pity. So powerful a body of poetical 
influence has probably never been brought to act 
upon the emotions of any other population; and 
when we consider the extraordinary beauty of these 


Cuap. LXVII.] EFFECT OF TRAGEDY AT ATHENS. 441 


immortal compositions, which first stamped tragedy 
as a separate department of poetry, and gave to 
it a dignity never since reached, we shall be satis- 
fied that the tastes, the sentiments, and the intel- 
lectual standard, of the Athenian multitude, must 
have been sensibly improved and exalted by such 
lessons. The reception of such pleasures through 
the eye and the ear, as well as amidst a sympathising 
crowd—was a fact of no small importance in the 
mental history of Athens. It contributed to exalt 
their imagination, like the grand edifices and orna- 
ments added during the same period to their acro- 
polis. Like them, too, and even more than they— 
tragedy was the monopoly of Athens; for while 
tragic composers came thither from other parts of 
Greece (Achzus from Eretria, and Ion from Chios, 
at a time when the Athenian empire comprised both 
those places) to exhibit their genius,—nowhere else 
were original tragedies composed and acted, though 
hardly any considerable city was without a theatre}. 

The three great tragedians—Aschylus, Sophoklés 
and Euripidés,—distinguished above all their com- 
petitors, as well by contemporaries as by subsequent 
critics, are interesting to us, not merely from the 
positive beauties of each, but also from the differ- 
ences between them in handling, style and senti- 
ment, and from the manner in which these differences 
illustrate the insensible modification of the Athenian 
mind. Though the subjects, persons, and events 
of tragedy always continued to be borrowed from 
the legendary world, and were thus kept above the 


1 See Plato, Lachés, c. 6. p. 183 B.; and Welcker, Griech. Tragod. 
p- 930. 
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level of contemporaneous life'—yet the dramatic 
manner of handling them is sensibly modified, even 
in Sophoklés as compared with Aschylus—and still 
more in Euripidés, by the atmosphere of democracy, 
political and judicial contention, and philosophy, 
encompassing and acting upon the poet. 

In Aéschylus, the ideality belongs to the handling 
not less than to the subjects: the passions appealed 
to are the masculine and violent, to the exclusion 
of Aphrodité and her inspirations*: the figures are 
vast and majestic, but exhibited only in half-light 
and in shadowy outline: the speech is replete with 
bold metaphor and abrupt transition,— grandilo- 
quent even to a fault ” (as Quintilian remarks), and 
often approaching nearer to Oriental vagueness than 
to Grecian perspicuity. In Sophoklés, there is 
evidently a closer approach to reality and common 
life: the range of emotions is more varied, the figures 
are more distinctly seen, and the action more fully 
and conspicuously worked out. Not only we have 
a more elaborate dramatic structure, but a more 
expanded dialogue, and a comparative simplicity of 
speech like that of living Greeks : and we find too a 
certain admixture of rhetorical declamation, amidst 
the greatest poetical beauty which the Grecian 
drama ever attained. But when we advance to 
Euripidés, this rhetorical element becomes still more 
prominent and developed. The ultra-natural sub- 
limity of the legendary characters disappears: love 


1 Upon this point, compare Welcker, Griech. Tragdd. vol. ii. p. 1102. 

? See Aristophan. Ran. 1046. The Antigone (780 seg.) and the Tra- 
chinise (498) are sufficient evidence that Sophoklés did not agree with 
echylus in this renunciation of Aphrodité. 
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and compassion are invoked to a degree which 
Aeschylus would have deemed inconsistent with the 
dignity of the heroic person: moreover there are 
appeals to the reason, and argumentative contro- 
versies, which that grandiloquent poet would have 
despised as petty and forensic cavils. And—what 
was worse still, judging from the A¢schylean point 
of view—there was a certain novelty of speculation, 
an intimation of doubt on reigning opinions, and 
an air of scientific refinement, often spoiling the 
poetical effect. 

Such differences between these three great poets 
are doubtless referable to the working of Athenian 
politics and Athenian philosophy on the minds of 
the two later. In Sophoklés, we may trace the 
companion of Herodotus'—in Euripidés, the hearer 
of Anaxagoras, Sokratés, and Prodikus*; in both, 
the familiarity with that wide-spread popularity of 


1 The comparison of Herodot. iti. 119 with Soph. Antig. 905 proves 
a community of thought which seems to me hardly explicable in any 
other way. Which of the two obtained the thought from the other, we 
cannot determine. 

The reason given, by a woman whose father and mother were dead, 
for preferring a brother either to husband or child—that she might find 
another husband and have another child, but could not possibly have 
another brother—is certainly not a little far-fetched. 

2 See Valckenaer, Diatribe in Eurip. Frag. c. 23. Quintilian, who 
had before him many more tragedies than those which we now possess, 
remarks how much more useful was the study of Euripidés, than that 
of schylus or Sophoklés, to a young man preparing himself for fo- 
rensic oratory :— 

“ Tjlud quidem nemo non fateatur, iis qui se ad agendum comparave- 
rint, utiliorem longe Euripidem fore. Namque is et vi et sermone (quo 
ipsum reprehendunt quibus gravitas et cothurnus et sonus Sophoclis 
videtur esse sublimior) magis accedit oratorio generi: et sententiis den- 
sus, et rebus ipsis; et in 118 quse a sapientibus tradita sunt, peene ipsis 
par; et in dicendo et respondendo cuilibet eorum, qui fuerunt in foro 
diserti, comparandus. In affectibus vero tum omnibus mirus, tum in 
iis qui miscratione constant, facile pracipuus.” (Quintil. Inst. Orat. x.1.) 
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speech, and real, serious debate of politicians and 
competitors before the dikastery, which both had 
ever before their eyes, but which the genius of 
Sophoklés knew how to keep in due subordination 
to his grand poetical purpose. 

The transformation of the tragic muse from Aés- 
chylus to Euripidés is the more deserving of notice, 
as it shows us how Attic tragedy served as the na- 
tural prelude and encouragement to the rhetorical 
and dialectical age which was approaching. But 
the democracy, which thus insensibly modified the 
tragic drama, imparted a new life and ampler pro- 
portions to the comic; both the one and the other 
being stimulated by the increasing prosperity and 
power of Athens during the half century following 
430 3.c. Not only was the affluence of strangers 
and visitors to Athens continually augmenting, but 
wealthy men were easily found to incur the ex- 
pense of training the chorus and actors. There was 
no manner of employing wealth which seemed so 
appropriate to Grecian feeling, or tended so much 
to procure influence and popularity to its possessors, 
as that of contributing to enhance the magnificence 
of the national and religious festivals'. This was 
the general sentiment both among rich and among 
poor; nor is there any criticism more unfounded 
than that which represents such an obligation as 
hard and oppressive upon rich men. Most of them 
spent more than they were legally compelled to 


? Anistophan. Plutus, 1160 :— 
Πλούτῳ yap ἐστὶ τοῦτο συμφορώτατον, 
Ποιεῖν ἀγῶνας γυμνικοὺς καὶ povotxous. 
Compare the speech of Alkibiadés, Thuc. vi. 16, and Theophrastus ap. 
Cic. de Officiis, ii. 16. 
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spend in this way, from the desire of exalting their 
popularity. The only real sufferers were, the peo- 
ple, considered as interested in a just administra- 
tion of law; since it was a practice which enabled 
many rich men to acquire importance who had no 
personal qualities to deserve it,—and which pro- 
vided them with a stock of factitious merits to be 
pleaded before the Dikastery, as a set-off against 
substantive accusations. 
The full splendour of the comic Muse was con 


siderably later than that of the tragic. Even down κα 


to 460 3.c. (about the time when Periklés and 
Ephialtés introduced their constitutional reforms), 
there was not a single comic poet of eminence at 
Athens; nor was there apparently a single undis- 
puted Athenian comedy before that date, which 
survived to the times of the Alexandrine critics. 
Magnés, Kratés, and Kratinus—probably also Chio- 
nidés and Ekphantidés'—all belong to the period 
beginning about (Olympiad 80 or) 460 8.6. ; that 
is, the generation preceding Aristophanés, whose 
first composition dates in 427 B.c. The condition 
and growth of Attic comedy before this period seems 
to have been unknown even to Aristotle, who in- 
timates that the archon did not begin to grant a 
chorus for comedy, or to number it among the 
authoritative solemnities of the festival, until long 
after the practice had been established for tragedy. 
Thus the comic chorus in that early time consisted 


1 See Meineke, Hist. Critic. Comicor. Grecor. vol. i. p. 26 seq. 

Grysar and Mr. Clinton, following Suidas, place Chionidés before the 
Persian invasion; but the words of Aristotle rather countenance the 
later date (Poetic. c. 3). 
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of volunteers, without any chorégus publicly as- 
signed to bear the expense of teaching them or 
getting up the piece—so that there was little motive 
for authors to bestow care or genius in the prepara- 
tion of their song, dance, and scurrilous monody or 
dialogue. The exuberant revelry of the phallic 
festival and procession—with full license of scoffing 
at anv one present, which the god Dionysus was 
supposed to enjoy—and with the most plain-spoken 
grossness as well in language as in ideas—formed 
the primitive germ, which under Athenian genius 
ripened into the old comedy’. It resembled in many 
respects the satyric drama of the tragedians, but 


1 See respecting these licentious processions, in connexion with the 
Iambus and Archilochus, vol. iv. of this History, ch. xxix. p. 108. 

Aristotle (Poetic. c. 4) tells us that these phallic processions, with 
liberty to the leaders (οἱ ἐξάρχοντες) of scoffing at every one, still con- 
tinued in many cities of Greece in his time: see Herod. v. 83, and Sé- 
mus apud Atheneum, xiv. p. 622; also the striking description of the 
rural Dionysia in the Acharneis of Aristophanés, 235, 255, 1115. The 
scoffing was a part of the festival, and supposed to be agreeable to 
Dionysus—ey τοῖς Διονυσίοις ἐφειμένον αὐτὸ Spar’ καὶ τὸ σκῶμμα μέρος 
τι ἐδόκει τῆς ἑορτῆς᾽ καὶ ὁ θεὸς ἴσως χαίρει, φιλογέλως τις dy (Lucian, 
Piscator. c. 26). Compare Aristophanés, Rane, 367, where the poet 
seems to imply that no one has a right to complain of being ridiculed 
in the πατρίοις τελεταῖς Διονύσου. 

The Greek word for comedy—xopodia, τὸ κωμφῳδεῖν---αἴ least in its 
early sense, had reference to a bitter, insulting, criminative ndicule : 
κωμῳδεῖν καὶ κακῶς λέγειν (Xenophon, Repub. Ath. ii. 23)—xaxryo- 
ροῦντάς re καὶ κωμῳδοῦντας ἀλλήλους καὶ αἰσχρολογοῦντας (Plato de 
Repub. iii. 8. p. 332). A remarkable definition οὗ κωμῳδία appears in 
Bekker’s Anecdota Greeca, ii. 747, 10---Κωμφδία ἐστιν ἡ ἐν μέσῳ λάου 
κατηγορία, ἤγουν δημοσίευσις---““ public exposure to scorn before the 
assembled people :” and this idea of it as a penal visitation of evil- 
doers is preserved in Platonius and the anonymous writers on comedy, 
prefixed to Anstophanés. The definition which Aristotle (Poetic. c. 11) 
gives of it, is too mild for the primitive comedy : for he tells us himself 
that Kratés, immediately preceding Aristophanés, was the first author 
who departed from the ἰαμβικὴ ἰδέα : this “ iambic vein” was originally 
the common character. It doubtless included every variety of ndicule, 
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was ‘distinguished from it by dealing not merely 
with the ancient mythical stories and persons, but 
chiefly with contemporary men and subjects of com- 
mon life—dealing with them often, too, under their 
real names, and with ridicule the most direct, poig- 
nant, and scornful. We see clearly how fair a field 
Athens would offer for this species of composition, 
at a time when the bitterness of political contention 
ran high—when the city had become a centre for 
novelties from every part of Greece—when trage- 
dians, rhetors, and philosophers, were acquiring 
celebrity and incurring odium—and when the de- 
mocratical constitution laid open all the details of 
political and judicial business, as well as all the first 
men of the state, not merely to universal criticism, 
but also to unmeasured libel. 

Out of all the once abundant compositions of 
Attic comedy, nothing has reached us except eleven 
plays of Aristophanés. That poet himself singles 
out Magnés, Kratés, and Kratinus, among prede- 
cessors whom he describes as numerous, for honour- 
able mention ; as having been frequently, though 
not uniformly, successful. Kratinus appears to 
have been not only the most copious, but also the 
most distinguished, among all those who preceded 
Aristophanés—a list comprising Hermippus, Tele- 
kleidés, and the other bitter assailants of Periklés. 
It was Kratinus who first extended and systematised 
the licence of the phallic festival, and the ‘‘ careless 


from innocent mirth to scornful contempt and odium; but the predo- 
minant character tended decidedly to the latter. 

Compare Will. Schneider, Attisches Theater-Wesen, Notes, p. 22-25; 
Bernhardy, Griechische Litteratur, sect. 67. p. 292. 
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laughter of the festive crowd',” into a drama of 
regular structure, with actors three in number, 
according to the analogy oftragedy. Standing for- 
ward, against particular persons exhibited or de- 
nounced by their names, with a malignity of personal 
slander not inferior to the lambist Archilochus, and 
with an abrupt and dithyrambic style somewhat 
resembling A<schylus—Kratinus made an epoch in 
comedy as the latter had made in tragedy ; but was 
surpassed by Aristophanés, as much as Adschylus 
had been surpassed by Sophoklés. We are told 
that his compositions were not only more rudely 
bitter and extensively libellous than those of Ari- 
stophanés*, but also destitute of that richness of 
illustration and felicity of expression which pervades 
all the wit of the latter, whether good-natured or 
malignant. In Kratinus, too, comedy first made 
herself felt as a substantive agent and partisan in 
the political warfare of Athens. He espoused the 
cause of Kimon against Periklés’ ; eulogising the 
former, while he bitterly derided and vituperated 
the latter. Hermippus, Telekleidés, and most of 
the contemporary comic writers followed the same 
1 Xaip’, ὦ μέγ᾽ ἀχρειογέλως Spire ταῖς ἐπίβδαις, 
Τῆς ἡμετέρας σοφίας κριτὴς ἄριστε πάντων, &c. 
Kratini Fragm. Incert. 51 ; Meineke, Fr. Com. Grecor. ii. p. 193. 

3 Respecting Kratinus, see Platonius and the other writers on the 
Attic comedy, prefixed to Aristophanés in Bekker’s edition, pp. vi. ix. 
xi. xii. &c.; also Meineke, Historia Comic. Grec. vol. i. p. 50 seq. 

ΝῊ Οὐ γὰρ, ὥσπερ ᾿Αριστοφάνης, ἐπιτρέχειν τὴν χάριν τοῖς σκώμμασι 
ποιεῖ (Κρατῖνος), ἀλλ᾽ ἁπλῶς, καὶ, κατὰ τὴν παροιμίαν, γυμνῇ τῇ κε- 
φαλῇ τίθησι τὰς βλασφημίας κατὰ τῶν ἁμαρτανόντων. 

8 See Kratinus—’ApyM&oyo—Frag. 1, and Plutarch, Kimon, 10. 
Ἢ κωμῳδία πολιτεύεται ἐν τοῖς δράμασι καὶ φιλοσοφεῖ, ἡ τῶν περὶ τὸν 


Κρατῖνον καὶ ᾿Αριστοφάνην καὶ Εὕὔπολιν, ἕο. (Dionys. Halikarn. Ars 
Rhetoric. c. 11.) 
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political line in assailing that great man, together 
' with those personally connected with him, Aspasia 
and Anaxagoras : indeed Hermippus was the person 
who indicted Aspasia for impiety before the Dikas- 
tery. But the testimony of Aristophanés'! shows 
that no comic writer, of the time of Periklés, equalled 
Kratinus either in vehemence of libel or in popu- 
larity. 

It is remarkable that in 440 B.c., a law was passed 
forbidding comic authors to ridicule any citizen by 
name in their compositions ; which prohibition, 
however, was rescinded after two years—an interval 
marked bythe rare phenomenon of a lenient comedy 
from Kratinus*. Such enactment denotes a struggle 
in the Athenian mind, even at that time, against 
the mischief of making the Dionysiac festival an 
occasion for unmeasured libel against citizens pub- 
licly named and probably themselves present. And 
there was another style of comedy taken up by 
Kratés—distinct from the Iambic or Archilochiao 
vein worked by Kratinus—in which comic incident 
was attached to fictitious characters and woven into 
a story, without recourse to real individual names 
or direct personality. This species of comedy (ana- 
logous to that which Epicharmus had before exhi- 
bited at Syracuse) was continued by Pherekratés as 

* Aristophan. Equit. 525 seq. 

* A comedy called 'Odvoceis (plur. numb. corresponding to the title 
of another of his comedies—’ApyiAoyo:). It had a chorus, as one of 
the Fragments shows; but few or no choric songs—nor any Parabasis, 
or address by the chorus, assuming the person of the poet, to the spec- 
ice Bergk; De Reliquiis Comced. Antiq. p. 142 seg.; Meineke, Frag. 


Cratini, vol. ii. p. 93. ᾽οδυσσεῖς : compare also the first volume of the 
same work, p. 43: also Runkel, Cratini Fragm. p. 38 (Leips. 1827). 
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the successor of Kratés. Though for a long time 
less popular and successful than the poignant food 
served up by Kratinus and others, it became finally 
predominant after the close of the Peloponnesian 
war, by the gradual transition of what is called the 
Old Comedy into the Middle and New Comedy. 
But it is in Aristophanés that the genius of the 
old libellous comedy appears in its culminating per- 
fection. At least we have before us enough of his 
works to enable us to appreciate his merits ; though 
perhaps Eupolis, Ameipsias, Phrynichus, Plato 
(Comicus) and others, who contended against him 
at the festivals with alternate victory and defeat, 
would be found to deserve similar praise, if we pos- 
sessed their compositions. Never probably will the 
full and unshackled force of comedy be so exhibited 
again. Without having Aristophanés actually before 
us, It would have been impossible to imagine the un- 
measured and unsparing licence of attack assumed 
by the old comedy upon the gods, the institutions, 
the politicians, philosophers, poets, private citizens 
specially named—and even the women, whose life 
was entirely domestic—of Athens. With this uni- 
versal liberty in respect of subject, there is com- 
bined a poignancy of derision and satire, a fecun- 
dity of imagination and variety of turns, and a 
richness of poetical expression—such as cannot be 
surpassed, and such as fully explains the admiration 
expressed for him by the philosopher Plato, who in 
other respects must have regarded him with unques- 
tionable disapprobation. His comedies are popular 
in the largest sense of the word, addressed to the 
entire body of male citizens on a day consecrated 
‘ 
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to festivity, and providing for them amusement or 


derision with a sort of drunken abundance, out of 


all persons or things standing in any way prominent 
before the public eye. The earliest comedy of Ari- 
stophanés was exhibited in 427 8.c., and his Muse 
continued for a long time prolific, since two of the 
dramas now remaining belong to an epoch eleven 
years after the Thirty and the renovation of the 
democracy—about 392 s.c. After that renovation, 
however (as I have before remarked), the unmea- 
sured sweep and libellous personality of the old 
comedy was gradually discontinued: the comic 
Chorus was first cut down, and afterwards sup- 
pressed, so as to usher in what is commonly termed 
the Middle Comedy, without anyChorus at all. The 
‘Plutus’ of Aristophanés indicates some approach to 
this new phase ; but his earlier and more numerous 
comedies (from the ‘ Acharneis’ in 425 B.c. to the 
‘ Frogs’ in 405 8.c., only a few months before the 
fatal battle of AUgospotami) exhibit the continuous, 
unexhausted, untempered, flow of the stream first 
opened by Kratinus. - 

Such abundance both of tragic and comic poetry, 
each of first-rate excellence, formed one of the 
marked features of Athenian life, and became a 
powerful instrument in popularising new combina- 
tions of thought with variety -and elegance of ex- 
pression. While the tragic Muse presented the still 
higher advantage of inspiring elevated and benevo- 
lent sympathies, more was probably lost than gained 
by the lessons of the comic Muse—not only bring- 
ing out keenly all that was really ludicrous or con- 
temptible in the phenomena of the day, but manufac- 

262 
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turing scornful laughter, quite as often, out of that 
which was innocent or even meritorious, as well as 
out of boundless private slander. The ‘ Knights’ and 
the ‘ Wasps’ of Aristophanés, however, not to men- 
tion other plays, are a standing evidence of one good 
point in the Athenian character; that they bore 
with good-natured indulgence the full outpouring of 
ridicule and even of calumny interwoven with it, 
upon those democratical institutions to which they 
were sincerely attached. The democracy was strong 
enough to tolerate unfriendly tongues either in 
earnest or in jest ; the reputations of men who stood 
conspicuously forward in politics, on whatever side, 
might also be considered as a fair mark for attacks, 
inasmuch as that measure of aggressive criticism, 
which is tutelary and indispensable, cannot be per- 
mitted, without the accompanying evil, compara- 
tively much smaller, of excess and injustice’; though 
even here we may remark that excess of bitter per- 
sonality is among the most conspicuous sins of 
Athenian literature generally. But the warfare of 
comedy, in the persons of Aristophanés and other 
composers, against philosophy, literature, and elo- 
quence—in the name of those good old times of 
ignorance, ‘‘ when an Athenian seaman knew no- 


1 Aristophanés boasts that he was the first comic composer who se- 
lected great and powerful men for his objects of attack: his predeces- 
sors (he affirms) had meddled only with small vermin and rags (és ra 
ῥάκια σκώπτοντας ἀεὶ, καὶ τοῖς φθειρσὶν πολεμοῦντας (Pac. 724-736 ; 
Vesp. 1030). 

But this cannot be true in point of fact, since we know that no man 
was more bitterly assailed by the comic authors of his day than Peri- 
klés. It ought to be added, that though Aristophanés doubtless at- 
tacked the powerful men, he did not leave the smaller persons unmo- 
lested. 


Cuar. LXVIL] INFLUENCE OF COMEDY. 453 


thing more than how to call for his barley-cake, 
and cry Yo-ho' ;”’ and the retrograde spirit which 
induces them to exhibit moral turpitude as the na- 
tural consequence of the intellectual progress of the 
age—are circumstances going far to prove an un- 
favourable and degrading influence of Comedy on 
the Athenian mind. 

In reference to individual men, and to Sokratés? 


 Aristoph. Ran. 1067 (also Vesp. 1095). ASschylus reproaches Eu- 
ripidés— 
Εἶτ᾽ ad λαλίαν ἐπιτηδεῦσαι καὶ στωμυλίαν ἐδίδαξας, 
Ἢ ᾿ξεκένωσεν τάς τε παλαίστρας, καὶ τὰς πυγὰς ἐνέτριψε 
Τῶν μειρακίων στωμυλλομένων, καὶ τοὺς παράλους ἀνέπεισεν 
᾿Ανταγορεύειν τοῖς ἄρχουσιν. Καίτοι τότε γ᾽, ἡνίκ᾽ ἐγὼ Cav, 
Οὐκ nricravr ἄλλ᾽ ἣ μᾶζαν καλέσαι καὶ ῥυππαπαὶ εἰπεῖν. 

Τὸ ῥυππαπαὶ seems to have been the peculiar cry or chorus of the 
seamen on shipboard, probably when some joint pull or effort οὗ force 
was required: compare Vespe, 909. 

2 See about the effect on the estimation of Sokratés, Ranke, Com- 
mentat. de Vita Aristophanis, p. cDXLI. 

Compare also the remarks of Cicero (De Repub. iv. 11; vol. iv. 
p- 476, ed. Orell.) upon the old Athenian comedy and its unrestrained 
licence: The laws of the Twelve Tables at Rome condemned to death 
any one who composed and published libellous verses against the repu- 
tation of another citizen. 

Among the constant butts of Aristophanés and the other comic com- 
posers, was the dithyrambic poet Kinesias, upon whom they discharged 
their wit and bitterness, not simply as an indifferent poet, but also on 
the ground of his alleged impiety, his thin and feeble bodily frame, and 
his wretched health. We see the effect of such denunciations in a 
speech of the orator Lysias; composed on behalf of Phanias, against 
whom Kinesias had brought an indictment or Graphé Paranomdén. 
Phanias treats these abundant lampoons as if they were good evidence 
against the character of Kinesias—Oaupd{w δ᾽ εἰ μὴ βαρέως φέρετε ore 
Κινησίας ἐστιν ὁ τοῖς νόμοις βοηθὸς, ὃν ὑμεῖς πάντες ἐπίστασθε ἀσεβέ- 
στατον ἁπάντων καὶ παρανομώτατον γεγονέναι. Οὐχ οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ 
τοιαῦτα περὶ θεοὺς ἐξαμαρτάνων, ἃ τοῖς μὲν ἄλλοις αἰσχρόν ἐστι καὶ 
λέγειν, τῶν κωμῳδοδιδασκάλων δ' ἀκούετε καθ᾽ ἕκαστον ἐνιαυτόν; 
See Lysias, Fragm. 31, ed. Bekker; Athensous, xii. p. 551. 

Dr. Thirlwall estimates more lightly than I do the effect of these 
abundant libels of the old comedy : sec his review of the Attic tragedy 
and comedy in a very excellent chapter of his History of Greece, 
ch. xviul. vol. 111. p. 42. 
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especially, the Athenians seem to have been un- 
favourably biassed by the misapplied wit and genius 
of Aristophanés in ‘The Clouds,’ aided by other 
comedies of Eupolis and Ameipsias and Eupolis ; 
but on the general march of politics, philosophy, 
or letters, these composers had little influence. Nor 
were they ever regarded at Athens in the light in 
which they are presented to us by modern criticism 
—as men of exalted morality, stern patriotism, and 
genuine discernment of the true interests of their 
country—as animated by large and steady views of 
improving their fellow-citizens, but compelled, in 
consequence of prejudice or opposition, to disguise 
a far-sighted political philosophy under the veil of 
satire—as good judges of the most debateable ques- 
tions, such as the prudence of making war or peace 
—and excellent authority to guide us in appreciating 
the merits or demerits of their contemporaries, in- 
somuch that the victims of their lampoons are 
habitually set down as worthless men’. There can- 

1 The view which I am here combating is very general among the 
German writers; in proof of which, I may point to three of the ablest 
recent critics on the old comedy—Bergk, Memeke, and Ranke—all 
most useful writers for the understanding of Aristophanés. 

Respecting Kratinus, Bergk observes—“ Erat enim Cratinus, pariter 
atque ceters principes antique comedie, vir egregie moratus, idemque 
antiqui moristenax. ....Cum Cratinus quasi divinitus videret ex hac 
libertate mox tanquam ex stirpe aliqué nimiam licentiam existere et 
nasci, statim his mitiis graviter adversatus est, videturque Cimonem 
tanquam exemplum boni et honesti civis proposuisse,”’ &c. 

‘“‘ Nam Cratinus cum esset magno ingenio et eximid morum gravitate, 
segerrime tulit rem publicam preeceps in perniciem ruere : omnem igitur 
operam atque omne studium eo contulit, ut imagine ipsius vite ante 
oculos positd omnes et res divine et humane emendarentur, hominumque 
animi ad honestatem colendam incenderentur. Hoc sibi primus et pro- 
posuit Cratinus, et propositum strenue persecutus est. Sed st ipsam 
Veritatem, cujus imago oculis obversabatur, oculis subjecisset, verendum 
erat ne tedio obrueret eos qui spectarent, nihilque prorsus eorum, que 
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not be a greater misconception of the old comedy 
than to regard it in this point of view; yet it is 


summo studio persequebatur, obtineret. Quare eximiA quidam arte 
pulchram effigiem hilaremque formam finxit, ita tamen ut ad veritatem 
sublimemque ejus speciem referret omnia: sic cum ludicris miscet seria, 
ut et vulgus haberet qui delectaretur; et qui plus ingenio valerent, ip- 
sam veritatem, que ex omnibus fabularum partibus perluceret, mente 
et cogitatione comprehenderent.”’...... “‘ Jam vero Cratinum in fabulis 
componendis id unice spectavisse quod esset verum, ne veteres quidem 
latuit......Aristophanes autem idem et secutus semper est et seepe pro- 
fessus.” (Bergk, De Reliquiis Comeed. Antiq. pp. 1, 10, 20, 233, ἄς.) 

The criticism of Ranke (Commentatio de Vita Aristophanis, p. cCXLI, 
CCCXIV, CCCXLII, CCCLXIX, CCCLXXIII, CDXxxIVv, &c.) adopts the 
same strain of eulogy as to the lofty and virtuous purposes of Aristo- 
phanés. Compare also the eulogy bestowed by Meineke on the moni- 
torial value of the old comedy (Historia Comic. Gree. p. 39, 50, 165, &c.), 
and similar praises by Westermann—Geschichte der Beredsamkeit in 
Griechenland und Rom. sect. 36. 

In one of the arguments prefixed to the ‘ Pax’ of Aristophanés, the 
author is so full of the conception of these poets as public instructors 
or advisers, that he tells us, absurdly enough, they were for that reason 
called διδάσκαλοι---οὐδὲν yap συμβούλων διέφερον" ὅθεν αὐτοὺς καὶ 
διδασκάλους ὠνόμαζον' ὅτι πάντα τὰ πρόσφορα διὰ δραμάτων 
αὐτοὺς ἐδίδασκον (p. 244, ed. Bekk.). 

“‘ Eupolis, atque Cratinus, Aristophanesque poetee, 

Atque alii, quorum Comeedia prisca virorum est, 

Si quis erat dignus describi, quod malus, aut fur, 

Aut mechus foret, aut sicarius, aut alioqui 

Famosus, mult& cum libertate notabant.”’ 
This is the early judgment of Horace (Serm. i. 4, 1): his later opinion 
on the Fescennina licentia, which was tlhe same in spirit as the old 
Grecian comedy, is much more judicious (Epistol. ii. 1, 145): compare 
Art. Poetic. 224. To assume that the persons derided or vilified by 
these comic authors must always have deserved what was said of them, 
is indeed a striking evidence of the value of the maxim—“ Fortiter ca- 
lumniare ; semper aliquid restat.”” Without doubt their indiscriminate 
libel sometimes wounded a suitable subject ; in what proportion of cases, 
we have no means of determining : but the perusal of Aristophanés tends 
to justify the epithets which Lucian puts into the mouth of Dialogus 
respecting Aristophanés and Eupolis—not to favour the opinions of the 
authors whom I have cited above (Lucian, Jov. Accus. vol. ii. p. 832). 
He calls Eupolis and Aristophanés δεινοὺς ἄνδρας ἐπικερτομῆσαι τὰ 
σεμνὰ καὶ χλευάσαι τὰ καλῶς ἔχοντα. 

When we notice what Aristophanés himself says respecting the other 
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astonishing how many subsequent writers (from Dio- 
dorus and Plutarch down to the present day) have 
thought themselves entitled to deduce their facts of 
Grecian history, and their estimate of Grecian men, 
events, and institutions—from the comedies of 
Aristophanés. Standing pre-eminent as the latter 
does in comic genius, his point of view is only so 
much the more determined by the ludicrous asso- 
ciations suggested to his fancy, so that he thus de- 
parts the more widely from the conditions of a 

faithful witness or candid critic. He presents him-— 
self to provoke the laugh, mirthful or spiteful, of 


comic poets, his predecessors and contemporaries, we shall find it far 
from countenancing the exalted censorial function which Bergk and 
others ascribe to them (see the Parabasis in the Nubes, 530 seq., and 
in the Pax, 723). It seems especially preposterous to conceive Kra- 
tinus in that character; of whom what we chiefly know, is his habit of 
drunkenness, and the downright, unadorned, vituperation in which he 
indulged: see the Fragments and story of his last play—Hvrivy (in 
Meineke, vol. ii. p. 116; also Meineke, vol. i. p. 48 seq.). 

Meineke copies (p. 46) from Suidas a statement (v. "Ereiou δειλότε- 
pos) to the effect that Kratinus was ταξίαρχος τῆς Olvnidos φυλῆς. 
IIe construes this as a real fact: but there can hardly be a doubt that 
it is only a joke made by his contemporary comedians upon his fond- 
ness for wine; and not one of the worst among the many such jests 
which seem to have been then current. Runkel also, another editor 
of the Fragmcnts of Kratinus (Cratini Fragment., Leips. 1827, p. 2— 
M. M. Runkel), construes this ταξίαρχος τῆς Oimidos φυλῆς as if it 
were a serious function ; though he tells us about the general character 
of Kratinus—" De vita ipsa et moribus pene nihil dicere possumus : 
hoz solum constat, Cratinum poculis et puerorum amori valde deditum 
Suisse.” 

Great numbers of Aristophanic jests have been transcribed as serious 
matter-of-fact, and have found their way into Grecian history. Whoever 
follows chapter vii. of Καὶ. F. Hermann’s Griechische Staats-Alterthiimer, 
containing the Innere Geschichte of the Athenian democracy, will see 
the most sweeping assertions made against the democratical institu- 
tions, on the authority of passages of Aristophanés: the same is the 
case with several of the other most learned German manuals of Grecian 
affairs. 
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the festival crowd—assembled for the gratification 
of these emotions, and not with any expectation of 
serious or reasonable impressions'. Nor does he at 
all conceal how much he is mortified by failure ; 
like the professional jester or ‘‘laughter-maker ”’ at 
the banquets of rich Athenian citizens*—the parallel 
of Aristophanés as to purpose, however unworthy 
of comparison in every other respect. 

This rise and development of dramatic poetry in 
Greece—so abundant, so varied, and so rich in 
genius—belongs to the fifth century s.c. It had 
been in the preceding century nothing more than 
an unpretending graft upon the primitive chorus, 
and was then even denounced by Solon (or in the 
dictum ascribed to Solon) as a vicious novelty, 
tending—by its simulation of a false character and 
by its effusion of sentiments not genuine or sincere 
—to corrupt the integrity of human dealings’; a 
charge of corruption, not unlike that which Ari- 
stophanés worked up a century afterwards, in his 
‘ Clouds,’ against physics, rhetoric and dialectics in 

1 Horat. de Art. Poetic. 212-224. 

‘‘Indoctus quid enim saperet, liberque laborum, 
Rusticus urbano confusus, turpis honesto?...... 
Illecebris erat et graté novitate morandus 
Spectator, functusque sacris, et potus, et exlex.” 

2 Sce the Parabasis of Aristophanés in the Nubes (535 seq.) and in 
the Vesps (1015-1045). 

Compare also the description of Philippus the yeAwromoios or Jester 
in the Symposion of Xenophon; most of which is extremely Aristo- 
phanic, ii. 10, 14. The comic point of view is assumed throughout that 
piece; and Sokratés is introduced on one occasion as apologising for 
the intrusion of a serious reflection (τὸ σπουδαιολογεῖν, viii. 41). The 
same is the case throughout much of the Symposion of Plato; though 
the scheme and purpose of this latter are very difficult to follow. 


2 Plutarch, Solon, c. 29. See the previous volumes of this History, 
ch. xi. vol. ii. p. 195; ch. xxix. vol. iv. p. 113. 
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the person of Sokratés. But the properties of the 
graft had overpowered and subordinated those of the 
original stem ; so that dramatic poetry was now a 
distinct form, subject to laws of its own, and shining 
with splendour equal, if not superior, to the elegiac, 
choric, lyric, and epic poetry which constituted the 
previous stock of the Grecian world. 

Such transformations in the poetry—or, to speak 
more justly, in the literature, for before the year 
5008.c., the two expressions were equivalent—of 
Greece, were at once products, marks, and auxi- 
aries, in the expansion of the national mind. Our 
minds have now become familiar with dramatic com- 
binations, which have ceased to be peculiar to any 
special form or conditions of political society. But 
if we compare the fifth century 8.c. with that which 
preceded it, the recently born drama will be seen to 
have been a most important and impressive novelty : 
and so assuredly it would have been regarded by 
Solon, the largest mind of his own age, if he could 
have risen again a century and a quarter after his 
death, to witness the Antigoné of Sophoklés, the 
Medea of Euripidés, or the Acharneis of Aristo- 
phanés. 

Its novelty does not consist merely in the high 
order of imagination and judgment required for 
the construction of a drama at once regular and 
effective. This indeed is no small addition to Gre- 
cian poetical celebrity as it stood in the days of 
Solon, Alkzeus, Sappho, and Stesichorus: but we 
must remember that the epical structure of the 
Odyssey, so ancient and long acquired to the Hel- 
lenic world, implies a reach of architectonic talent 
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quite equal to that exhibited in the most symme- 
trical drama of Sophoklés. The great innovation 
of the dramatists consisted in the rhetorical, the dia- 
lectical, and the ethical spirit which they breathed 
into their poetry. Of all this, the undeveloped germ 
doubtless existed in the previous epic, lyric, and 
gnomic composition ; but the drama stood distin- 
guished from all three by bringing it out into con- 
spicuous amplitude, and making it the substantive 
means of effect. Instead of recounting exploits 
achieved or sufferings undergone by the heroes— 
instead of pouring out his own single-minded im- 
pressions in reference to some given event or junc- 
ture—the tragic poet produces the mythical persons 
themselves to talk, discuss, accuse, defend, confute, 
lament, threaten, advise, persuade, or appease— 
among one another, but before the audience. In 
the drama (a singular misnomer) nothing is actually 
done: allis talk, assuming what is done, as passing, 
or as having passed, elsewhere. The dramatic poet, 
speaking continually, but at each moment through 
a different character, carries on the purpose of each 
of his characters by words calculated to influence 
the other characters and appropriate to each suc- 
cessive juncture. Here are rhetorical exigencies 
from beginning to end’; while since the whole in- 
terest of the piece turns upon some contention or 
struggle carried on by speech—since debate, con- 
sultation, and retort, never cease—since every cha- 
racter, good or evil, temperate or violent, must be 


1 Respeeting the rhetorical cast of tragedy, see Plato, Gorgias, c. 57. 
p- 502 ἢ. 


Plato disapproves of tragedy on the same grounds as of rhetoric. 


Ethical sen- 
timent, in- 
terest and 
debate, in- 
fused into 
the drama. 


460 HISTORY OF GREECE. [Paar II. 


supplied with suitable language to defend his pro- 
ceedings, to attack or repel opponents, and gene- 
rally to make good the relative importance assigned 
to him—here again dialectical skill in no small 
degree is indispensable. 

Lastly, the strength and variety of ethical senti- 
ment infused into the Grecian tragedy, is among 
the most remarkable characteristics which distin- 
guish it from the anterior forms of poetry. ‘‘ To 
do or suffer terrible things ”—is pronounced by 
Aristotle to be its proper subject-matter ; and the 
internal mind and motives of the doer or suf- 
ferer, on which the ethical interest fastens, are laid 
open by the Greek tragedians with an impressive 
minuteness which neither the epic nor the lyric 
could possibly parallel. Moreover the appropriate 
subject-matter of tragedy is pregnant not only with 
ethical sympathy, but also with ethical debate and 
speculation. Characters of mixed good and evil— 
distinct rules of duty, one conflicting with the other 
—wrong done, and justified to the conscience of the 
doer, if not to that of the spectator, by previous 
wrong suffered,—all these are the favourite themes 
of Aéschylus and his two great successors. Kly- 
tzmnestra kills her husband Agamemnén on his 
return from Troy: her defence is, that he had de- 
served this treatment at her hands for having sacri- 
ficed his own and her daughter, Iphigeneia. Her 
son Orestés kills her, under a full conviction of the 
duty of avenging his father, and even under the 
sanction of Apollo. The retributive Eumenides 
pursue him for the deed, and A¢schylus brings all 
the parties before the court of Areopagus with 
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Athéné as president ; where the case is fairly ar- 
gued, with the Eumenides as accusers and Apollo 
as counsel for the prisoner, and ends by an equality 
of votes in the court: upon which Athéné gives 
her casting-vote to absolve Orestés. Again—let 
any man note the conflicting obligations which 
Sophoklés so forcibly brings out in his beautiful 
drama of the Antigoné. Kreon directs that the 
body of Polyneikés, as a traitor and recent invader 
of the country, shall remain unburied: Antigoné, 
sister of Polyneikés, denounces such interdict as 
impious, and violates it, under an overruling per- 
suasion of fraternal duty. Kreon having ordered 
her to be buried alive, his youthful son Hemon, 
her betrothed lover, is plunged into a heart-rending 
conflict between abhorrence of such cruelty on the 
one side, and submission to his father on the other. 
Sophoklés sets forth both these contending rules of 
duty in an elaborate scene of dialogue between the 
father and the son. Here are two rules both sacred 
and respectable, but the one of which cannot be 
observed without violating the other. Since a choice 
must be made, which of the two ought a good man 
to obey? This is a point which the great poet is 
well-pleased to leave undetermined. But if there 
be any among the audience in whom the least im- 
pulse of intellectual speculation is alive, he will by 
no means leaveit so, without some mental effort 
to solve the problem, and to discover some grand 
and comprehensive principle from whence all the 
moral rules emanate—a principle such as may 
instruct his conscience in those cases generally, 
of not unfrequent occurrence, wherein two obli- 
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gations conflict with each other. The tragedian 
not only appeals more powerfully to the ethical 
sentiment than poetry had ever done before, but 
also, by raising these grave and touching questions, 
addresses a stimulus and challenge to the intellect, 
spurring it on to ethical speculation. 

Putting all these points together, we see how 
much wider was the intellectual range of tragedy, 
and how considerable is the mental progress which 
it betokens, as compared with the lyric and gnomic 
poetry, or with the Seven Wise Men and their au- 
thoritative aphorisms—which formed the glory, and 
marked the limit, of the preceding century. In 
place of unexpanded results, or the mere commu- 
nication of single-minded sentiment, we have even 
in Aéschylus, the earliest of the great tragedians, 
a large latitude of dissent and debate—a shifting 
point of view—a case better or worse, made out 
for distinct and contending parties—and a divina- 
tion of the future advent of sovereign and instructed 
reason. It was through the intermediate stage of 
tragedy that Grecian literature passed into the 
Rhetoric, Dialectics, and Ethical speculation, which 
marked the fifth century B.c. 

Other simultaneous causes, arising directly out 
of the business of real life, contributed to the gene- 
ration of these same capacities and studies. The 
fifth century B.c. is the first century of democracy, 
at Athens, in Sicily, and elsewhere: moreover, at 
that period, beginning from the Ionic revolt and the 
Persian invasions of Greece, the political relations 
between one Grecian city and another became more 
complicated, as well as more continuous ; requiring 
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a greater measure of talent in the public men who 
managed them. Without some power of persuading 
or confuting—of defending himself against accusa- 
tion, or in case of need, accusing others—no man 
could possibly hold an ascendent position. He had 
probably not less need of this talent for private, 
informal, conversations to satisfy his own political 
partisans, than for addressing the public assembly 
formally convoked. Even as commanding an army 
or a fleet, without any laws of war or habits of pro- 
fessional discipline, his power of keeping up the 
good humour, confidence, and prompt obedience 
of his men, depended not a little on his com- 
mand of speech’. Nor was it only to the leaders 
in political life that such an accomplishment was 
indispensable. In all the democracies—and proba- 
bly in several governments which were not demo- 
cracies but oligarchies of an open character—the 
courts of justice were more or less numerous, and 
the procedure oral and public : in Athens especially, 
the Dikasteries (whose constitution has been ex- 
plained in a former chapter) were both very nume- 
rous, and paid for attendance. Every citizen had 
to go before them in person, without being able to 
send a paid advocate in his place, if he either re- 
quired redress fow wrong offered to himself, or was 
accused of wrong by another*. There was no man 
therefore who might not be cast or condemned, or 
fail in his own suit, even with right on his side— 

? See thé discourse of Sokratés, insisting upon this point, as part of 
the duties of a commander (Xen. Mem. iii. 3. 11). 

* This necessity of some rhetorical accomplishments is enforced not 


less emphatically by Aristotle (Rhetoric, i. 1. 3) than by Kalliklés in 
the Gorgias of Plato, c. 91. p. 486 B. 
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unless he possessed some powers of speech to un- 
fold his case to the Dikasts, as well as to confute 
tle falsehoods, and disentangle the sophistry, of an 
opponent. Moreover—to any man of known family 
and station, it would be a humiliation hardly less 
painful than the loss of the cause, to stand before 
the Dikastery with friends and enemies around him, 
and find himself unable to carry on the thread of a 
discourse without halting or confusion. To meet 
such liabilities, from which no citizen, rich or poor, 
was exempt, a certain training in speech became 
not less essential than a certain training in arms. 
Without the latter, he could not do his duty as an 
hoplite in the ranks for the defence of his country ; 
without the former, he could not escape danger to 
his fortune or honour, and humiliation in the eyes 
of his friends, if called before a Dikastery, nor lend 
assistance to any of those friends who might be 
placed under the like necessity. 

Here then were ample motives, arising out of 
practical prudence not less than from the stimulus 
of ambition, to cultivate the power both of continu- 
ous harangue, and of concise argumentation, or in- 
terrogation and reply’: motives for all, to acquire a 


1 See the description which Cicero gives @ his own laborious ora- 
torical training :— 

“‘Ego hoc tempore omni, noctes et dies, in omnium doctrinarum 
meditatione versabar. Eram cum Stoico Diodoto, qui cum habitavisset 
apud me mecumque vixisset, nuper est domi mex mortuus. A quo 
quum in aliis rebus, tum studiosissime in dialecticA versabar; que 
quasi contracta et astricta eloquentia putanda est; sine qué etiam tu, 
Brute, judicavisti, te illam justam eloquentiam, quam dialecticam dila- 
tatam esse putant, consequi non posse. Huic ego doctori, et ejus artibus 
varis et multis, ita eram tamen deditus, ut ab exercitationibus oratoriis 
nullus dies vacaret.”’ (Cicero, Brutus, 90, 309). 


Crap. LXVII.] EMPEDOKLES. 465 


certain moderate aptitude in the use of these wea- 
pons—for the ambitious few, to devote much labour 
and to shine as accomplished orators. 

Such political and social motives, it is to be re- Rhetoric 
᾿ membered, though acting very forcibly at Athens, and ia 
were by no means peculiar to Athens, but prevailed : 
moreor less throughout a large portion of the Grecian 
cities, especially in Sicily, when all the governments 
became popularised after the overthrow of the Ge- 
lonian dynasty. And it was in Sicily and Italy, that 
the first individuals arose, who acquired permanent 
name both in Rhetoric and Dialectics: Empedoklés 
of Agrigentum in the former—Zeno of Elea (in 
Italy) in the latter’. 

Both these distinguished men bore a conspicuous Empedoklés 

. eae . of Agrigen- 
part in politics, and both on the popular side; Em- tum—frst 
pedoklés against an oligarchy, Zeno against a despot. vctorieal 
But both also were yet more distinguished as phi- ™v°™*™* 
losophers, and the dialectical impulse in Zeno, if 
not the rhetorical impulse in Empedoklés, came 
more from his philosophy than from his politics. 
Empedoklés (about 470-440 3.c.) appears to have 
held intercourse at least, if not partial communion 
of doctrine, with the dispersed philosophers of the 
Pythagorean league; the violent subversion of 
which, at Kroton and elsewhere, I have related in 
a previous chapter*. He constructed a system of 
physics and cosmogony, distinguished for first 
broaching the doctrine of the Four elements, and 
set forth in a poem composed by himself: besides 
which he seems to have had much of the mystical 
1 Aristotel. ap. Diog. Laért. viii. 57. 
2 See my preceding vol. iv. ch. xxxvii. 
VOL. VIII. 2H 
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tone and miraculous pretensions of Pythagoras ; 
professing not only to cure pestilence and other dis- 
tempers, but to teach how old age might be averted 
and the dead raised from Hades—to prophesy—and 
to raise and calm the winds at his pleasure. Gorgias 
his pupil deposed to having been present at the ma- 
gical ceremonies of Empedoklés!. ‘The impressive 
character of his poem is sufficiently attested by the 
admiration of Lucretius’, and the rhetoric ascribed 
to him may have consisted mainly in oral teaching 
or exposition of the same doctrines. Tisias and 
Korax of Syracuse, who are also mentioned as the 
first teachers of rhetoric—and the first who made 
known any precepts about the rhetorical practice— 
were his contemporaries ; and the celebrated Gorgias 
was his pupil. 

The dialectical movement emanated at the same 
time from the Eleatic school of philosophers—Zeno, 
and his contemporary the Samian Melissus (460- 
440)—if not from their common teacher Parmeni- 
dés. Melissus also, as well as Zeno and Empedo- 
klés, was a distinguished citizen as well as a philo- 
sopher ; having been in command of the Samian 
fleet at the time of the revolt from Athens, and 
having in that capacity gained a victory over the 
Athenians. 

All the philosophers of the fifth century 8.c., prior 
to Sokratés, inheriting from their earliest poetical 


1 Diogen. Laért. viii. 58, 59, who gives a remarkable extract from 
the poem of Empedoklés, attesting these large pretensions. 

See Brandis, Handbuch der Gr. Rom. Philos. part i. sect. 47, 48, 
p. 192; Sturz. ad Empedoclis Frag. p. 36. 

2 De Rerum Natura, i. 719. 
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predecessors the vast and unmeasured problems 
which had once been solved by the supposition of 
divine or superhuman agents, contemplated the 
world, physical and moral, all in a mass, and ap 

plied their minds to find some hypothesis which 
would give them an explanation of this totality’, or 
at least appease curiosity by something which looked 
like an explanation. What were the elements out 
of which sensible things were made? What was 
the initial cause or principle of those changes which 
appeared to our senses? What was change ?—was it 
generation of something integrally new and destruc- 
tion of something pre-existent—or was it a decom- 
position and recombination of elements still con- 
tinuing? The theories of the various Ionic philo- 
sophers and of Empedoklés after them, admitting 
one, two, or four elementary substances, with Friend- 
ship and Enmity to serve as causes of motion or 
change—the Homceomeries of Anaxagoras, with 
Nous or Intelligence as the stirring and regularizing 
agent—the atoms and void of Leukippus and De- 
mokritus—all these were different hypotheses an- 
swering to a similar vein of thought. All of them, 
though assuming that the sensible appearances of 


1 Some striking lines of Empedoklés are preserved by Sextus Empi- 
ricus, adv. Mathemat. vii. ]15; to the effect that every individual man 
gets through his short life, with no more knowledge than is comprised 
in his own slender fraction of observation and experience: he struggles 
in vain to find out and explain the totality—but neither eye, nor ear, 
nor reason can assist him :— 

Παῦρον δὲ ζωῆς ἀβίου μέρος ἀθρήσαντες, 
᾽Ωκύμοροι, καπνοῖο δίκην ἀρθέντες, ἀπέπταν 
Αὐτὸ μόνον πεισθέντες, ὅτῳ προσέκυρσεν ἕκαστος 
Πάντοσ᾽ ἐλαυνόμενοι. Τὸ δὲ οὖλον ἐπεύχεται εὑρεῖν 
Αὔτως" οὔτ᾽ ἐπιδερκτὰ τάδ᾽ ἀνδράσιν, οὔτ᾽ ἐπακουστὰ, 
Οὔτε νόῳ περιληπτά. 

2H 2 
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things were delusive and perplexing, nevertheless 
were borrowed more or less directly from some of 
these appearances, which were employed to explain 
and iljustrate the whole theory, and served to ren- 
der it plausible when stated as well as to defend it 
against attack. But the philosophers of the Eleatic 
school— first Xenophanés, and after him Parmeni- 
dés—took a distinct path of theirown. To find that 
which was real, and which lay as it were concealed 
behind or under the delusive phenomena of sense, 
they had recourse only to mental abstractions. 
They supposed a Substance or Something not per- 
ceivable by sense, but only cogitable or conceivable 
by reason; a One and All, continuous and finite, 
which was not only real and self-existent, but was the 
only reality—eternal, immoveable and unchange- 
able, and the only matter knowable. The phzno- 
mena of sense, which began and ended one after the 
other, (they thought) were essentially delusive, un- 
certain, contradictory among themselves, and open 
to endless diversity of opinion’. Upon these, never- 
theless, they announced an opinion; adopting two 
elements—heat and cold—or light and darkness. 
Parmenidés set forth this doctrine of the One 
and All in a poem, of which but a few fragments 
now remain, so that we understand very imper- 
fectly the positive arguments employed to recom- 
mend it. The matter of truth and knowledge, such 
as he alone admitted, was altogether removed from 


1 See Parmenidis Fragmenta, ed: Karsten, v. 30, 55, 60: also the 
Dissertation annexed by Karsten, sect. 3, 4. p. 148 seg.; sect. 19. 
Ρ. 221 seq. 

Compare also Mullach’s edition of the same Fragments, annexed to 
his edition of the Aristotelian treatise, De Melisso, Xenophane, et 
Gorgia, p. 144. 
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the senses and divested of sensible properties, so as 
to be conceived only as an Ens Rationis, and de- 
scribed and discussed only in the most general 
words of the language. The exposition given by 
Parmenidés in his poem’, though complimented by 
Plato, was vehemently controverted by others, who 
deduced from it many contradictions and absur- 
dities. As a part of his reply,-—and doubtless the 
strongest part,—Parmenidés retorted upon his ad- 
versaries ; an example followed by his pupil Zeno 
with still greater acuteness and success. Those 
who controverted his ontological theory—that the 
real, ultra-phenomenal, substance, was One,—af- 
firmed it to be not One, but Many ; divisible, move- 
able, changeable, &c. Zeno attacked this latter 
theory, and proved that it led to contradictions and 
absurdities still greater than those involved in the 
proposition of Parmenidés*. He impugned the testi- 
‘mony of sense, affirming that it furnished premises 
for conclusions which contradicted each other, and 
that it was unworthy of trust®. Parmenidés* had 
denied that there was any such thing as real change 

1 Plato, Parmenidés, p. 128 B. σὺ μὲν (Parmenidés) yap ἐν τοῖς 
ποιήμασιν ἕν φὴς εἶναι τὸ πᾶν, καὶ τούτων τεκμήμια παρέχεις καλῶς τε 
καὶ εὖ, &e. 

5. See the remarkable passage in the Parmenidés of Plato, p. 128 B, 
C, D. 

Ἐστὶ δὲ τό γε ἀληθὲς βοήθειά τις ταῦτα τὰ γράμματα τῷ Παρμενίδον 
λόγῳ πρὸς 'τοὺς ἐπιχειροῦντας αὐτὸν κωμῳδεῖν, ὡς εἰ ἔν ἐστι, πολλὰ καὶ 
γελοῖα συμβαίνει πάσχειν τῷ λόγῳ καὶ ἐνάντια αὐτῷ. ᾿Αντιλέγει δὴ οὖ» 
τοῦτο τὸ γράμμα πρὸς τοὺς τὰ πολλὰ λέγοντας, καὶ ἀνταποδίδωσι 
ταῦτα καὶ πλείω, τοῦτο βουλόμενον δηλοῦν, ὡς ἔτι γελοιότερα 
πάσχοι ἂν αὐτῶν ἡ ὑπόθεσις--ἡ εἰ πολλὰ ἐστίν--ἣ ἡ τοῦ ἕν 
εἶναι, εἴ τις ἱκανῶς ἐπεξίοι. 

3 Plato, Pheedrus, c. 44. p. 261 D. See the citations in Brandis, 


Gesxch. der Gr. Rom. Philosophie, part 1. p. 417 seq. 
+ Parmenid. Fragm. vy. 101. ed. Mullach. 
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either of place or colour: Zeno maintained change of 
place, or motion, to be impossible and self-contra- 
dictory ; propounding many logical difficulties, de- 
rived from the infinite divisibility of matter, against 
some of the most obvious affirmations respecting 
sensible phenomena. Melissus appears to have 
argued in a vein similar to that of Zeno, though 
with much less acuteness—demonstrating indirectly 
the doctrine of Parmenidés by deducing impossible 
inferences from the contrary hypothesis’. 

Zeno published a treatise to maintain the thesis 
above described, which he also upheld by personal 
conversations and discussions, in a manner doubt- 
less far more efficacious than his writing ; the oral 
teaching of these early philosophers being their 
really impressive manifestation. His subtle dialectic 
arguments were not only sufficient to occupy all the 
philosophers of antiquity, in confuting them more 
or less successfully, but have even descended to 
modern times as a fire not yet extinguished*. The 
great effect produced among the speculative minds 
of Greece by his writing and conversation, is attested 
both by Plato and Aristotle. He visited Athens, 
gave instruction to some eminent Athenians, for high 
pay—and is said to have conversed both with Periklés 


1 See the Fragments of Melissus collected by Mullach, in his publi- 
cation cited in a previous note, p. 81 seg. 
« ᾿ The reader will see this in Bayle’s Dictionary, article, Zeno of Elea. 

Simplicius (in his commentary on Aristot. Physic. p. 255) says that 
Zeno first composed written dialogues—which cannot be believed with- 
out more certain evidence. He also puarticularises a puzzling question 
addressed by Zeno to Protagoras. See Brandis, Gesch. der Griech. 
Rom. Philos. 1. p. 409.—Zeno ἴδιον μὲν οὐδὲν ἐξέθετο (sc. περὶ τῶν 
πάντων"), διηπόρησε δὲ περὶ τούτων ἐπὶ πλεῖον. Plutarch. ap. Eusebium, 
Preepar. Evangel. 1. 23 Ὁ. 
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and with Sokratés, at a time when the latter was 
very young ; probably between 450-440 B.c.' 

His appearance constitutes a remarkable era in 
Grecian philosophy, because he first brought out 
the extraordinary aggressive or negative force of 
the dialectic method. In this discussion respecting 
the One and the Many, positive grounds on either 
side were alike scanty: each party had to set forth 
the contradictions deducible from the opposite hy- 
pothesis, and Zeno professed to show that those of 
his opponents were the more flagrant. We thus 
see that along with the methodised question and 
answer, or dialectic method, employed from hence- 
forward more and more in philosophical inquiries 


1 Compare Plutarch, Periklés,c. 3; Plato, Parmenidés, p. 126, 127 ; 
Plato, Alkibiad. i. ch. 14. p. 119 A. 

That Sokratés had in his youth conversed with Parmenidés, when 
the latter was an old man, is stated by Plato more than once, over and 
above his dialogue called Parmenidés, which professes to give a conver- 
sation between the two, as well as with Zeno. I agree with Mr. Fynes 
Clinton, Brandis, and Karsten—in thinking that this is bettcr evidence, 
about the date of Parmenidés than any of the vague indications which 
appear to contradict it, in Diogenes Laértius and elsewhere. But it will 
be hardly proper to place the conversation between Parmenidés and 
Sokratés (as Mr. Clinton places it—Fast. H. vol. ii. App. ec. 21. p. 364) 
at atime when Sokratés was only fifteen years of age. The ideas which 
the ancients had about youthful propriety would not permit him to 
take part in conversation with an eminent philosopher, at so early an age 
as fifteen, when he would not yet be entered on the roll of citizens, or 
be qualified for the smallest function, military or civil. I cannot but 
think that Sokratés must have been more than twenty years of age when 
he thus conversed with Parmenidés. 

Sokratés was born in 469 B.c. (perhaps 468 B.c.); he would there- 
fore be twenty years of age in 449: assuming the visit of Parmenidés to 
Athens to have been in 448 B.c., since he was then sixty-five years of 
age, he would be born in 513 s.c. It is objected that, if this date be 
admitted, Parmenidés could not have been a pupil of Xenophanés: we 
should thus be compelled to admit (which perhaps is the truth) that he 
learnt the doctrine of Xenophanés at second-hand. 


Early ma- 
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—comes out at the same time the negative ten- 
dency, the probing, testing, and scrutinising force 
—of Grecian speculation. The negative side of 
Grecian speculation stands quite as prominently 
marked, and occupies as large a measure of the in- 
tellectual force of their philosophers, as the positive 
side. It is not simply to arrive at a conclusion, 
sustained by a certain measure of plausible premise 
—and then to proclaim it as an authoritative dogma, 
silencing or disparaging all objectors—that Grecian 
speculation aspires. To unmask not only positive 
falsehood, but even affirmation without evidence, 
exaggerated confidence in what was only doubt- 
ful, and show of knowledge without the reality—to 
look at a problem on all sides, and set forth all the 
difficulties attending its solution—to take account 
of deductions from the affirmative evidence, even in 
the case of conclusions accepted as true upon the 
balance—all this will be found pervading the march 
of their greatest thinkers. As a condition of all 
progressive philosophy, it is not less essential that 
the grounds of negation should be freely exposed, 
than the grounds of affirmation. We shall find 
the two going hand in hand, and the negative vein 
indeed the more impressive and characteristic of the 
two, from Zeno downwards in our history. In one 
of the earliest memoranda illustrative of Grecian 
dialectics—the sentences in which Plato represents 
Parmenidés and Zeno as bequeathing their mantle 
to the youthful Sokratés, and giving him precepts 
for successfully prosecuting those researches which 
his marked inquisitive impulse promised—this large 
and comprehensive point of view is emphatically 
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inculcated. He is admonished to set before him 
both sides of every hypothesis, and to follow out 
both the negative and the affirmative chains of ar- 
gument with equal perseverance and equal freedom 
of scrutiny ; neither daunted by the adverse opi- 
nions around him, nor deterred by sneers against 
wasting time in fruitless talk ; since the multitude 
are ignorant that without thus travelling round all 
sides of a question, no assured comprehension of the 
truth is attainable’. 

We thus find ourselves, from the year 450 8.6. 
downwards, in presence of two important classes of 
men in Greece, unknown to Solon or even to 
Kleisthenés—the Rhetoricians, and the Dialecti- 
cians ; for whom (as has been shown) the ground 
had been gradually prepared by the politics, the 
poetry, and the speculation, of the preceding period. 

Both these two novelties—like the poetry and 
other accomplishments of this memorable race— 
grew up from rude indigenous beginnings, under 


' Plato, Parmenid. p. 135, 136. 

Parmenidés speaks to Sokratés—KaAy μὲν οὖν καὶ θεία, εὖ ἴσθι, ἡ 
ὁρμὴ, ἣν ὁρμᾷς ἐπὶ τοὺς λόγους" ἕλκυσον δὲ σαντὸν καὶ γυμνάσαι μᾶλλον 
διὰ τῆς δοκούσης ἀχρήστον εἶναι καὶ καλουμένης ὑπὸ τῶν πολλῶν 
ἀδολεσχίας, ἕως ἔτι νέος εἶ" εἰ δὲ μὴ, σὲ διαφεύξεται ἡ αλήθεια. Τίς οὖν 
ὁ τρόπος, φάναι (τὸν Σωκράτη), ὦ Παρμενίδη, τῆς γυμνασίας ; Οὗτος, 
εἰπεῖν (τὸν Παρμενίδην) ὄνπερ ἤκουσας Ζήνωνος. .......-«Χρὴ δὲ καὶ τόδε Ere 
πρὸς τούτῳ σκοπεῖν, μὴ μόνον, εἰ ἔστιν ἕκαστον, ὑποτιθέμενον, 
σκοπεῖν τὰ ξυμβαίνοντα ἐκ τῆς ὑποθέσεως--ἀλλὰ καὶ, εἰ μή 
ἐστι τὸ αὐτὸ τοῦτο, ὑποτίθεσθαι ---οΟεἰ βούλει μᾶλλον γυμνασθῆναι. 
eeeeeeeee ᾿Αγνοοῦσι yap of πολλοὶ ὅτι ἄνευ ταύτης τῆς διὰ πάντων διεξόδον 
καὶ πλάνης, ἀδύνατον ἐντυχόντα τῷ ἀληθεῖ νοῦν σχεῖν. See also Plato’s 
Kratylus, p. 428 E, about the necessity of the investigator looking both 
before and behind—dpa πρόσσω καὶ ὀπίσσω. 

See also the Parmenidés, p. 130 E.—in which Sokratés is warned re- 
specting the ἀνθρώπων ddfas—against enslaving himself to the opinions 
of men: compare Plato, Sophistes, p. 227 B, C. 
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native stimulus unborrowed and unassisted from 
without. The rhetorical teaching was an attempt 
to assist and improve men in the power of con- 
tinuous speech as addressed to assembled numbers, 
such as the public assembly or the dikastery ; it 
was therefore a species of training sought for by 
men of active pursuits and ambition, either that they 
might succeed in public life, or that they might 
maintain their rights and dignity if called before 
the court of justice. On the other hand, the dia- 
lectic business had no direct reference to public life, 
to the judicial pleading, or to any assembled large 
number. It was a dialogue carried on by two dis- 
putants, usually before a few hearers, to unravel 
some obscurity, to reduce the respondent to silence 
and contradiction, to exercise both parties in mastery 
of the subject, or to sift the consequences of some 
problematical assumption. It was spontaneous 
conversation! systematized and turned into some 
predetermined channel; furnishing a stimulus to 
thought, and a means of improvement not attain- 
able in any other manner—furnishing to some also, 
a source of profit or display. It opened a line 
of serious intellectual pursuit to men of a specula- 
tive or inquisitive turn, who were deficient in voice, 
in boldness, in continuous memory, for public 
speaking ; or who desired to keep themselves apart 
from the political and judicial animosities of the 
moment. 

Although there were numerous Athenians, who 


Δ See Aristotel. De Sophist. Elenchis, c. 11. p. 172, ed. Bekker; and 
his Topica, ix. 5. p. 154; where the different purposes of dialogue are 
enumerated and distinguished. 
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combined, in various proportions, speculative with 
practical study, yet generally speaking, the two 
veins of intellectual movement—one towards active 
public business, the other towards enlarged opinions 
and greater command of speculative truth, with its 
evidences—continued simultaneous and separate. 
There subsisted between them a standing polemical 
controversy and a spirit of mutual detraction. If 
Plato despised the sophists and the rhetors, Iso- 
kratés thinks himself not less entitled to disparage 
those who employed their time in debating upon 
the unity or plurality of virtue'. Even among dif- 
ferent teachers, in the same intellectual walk, also, 
there prevailed but too often an acrimonious feeling 
of personal rivalry, which laid them all so much the 
more open to assault from the common enemy of 
all mental progress—a feeling of jealous ignorance, 
stationary or wistfully retrospective, of no mean 
force at Athens, as in every other society, and of 
course blended at Athens with the indigenous de- 
mocratical sentiment. This latter sentiment? of 

1 See Isokratés, Orat. x.; Helene Encomiym, 5. 2-7; compare 
Orat. xv. De Permutatione, of the same author, s. 90. 

J hold it for certain that the first of these passages is intended as a 
criticism upon the Platonic dialogues (as in Or. v. ad Philip. s. 84), 
probably the second passage also. Isokratés, evidently a cautious and 
timid man, avoids mentioning the names of contemporaries, that he 
may provoke the less animosity. 

3 Isokratés alludes much to this sentiment, and to the men who 
looked upon gymnastic training with greater favour than upon philo- 
sophy, in the Orat. xv. De Permutatione, s. 267 et seg. A large por- 
tion of this oration is in fact a reply to accusations, the same as those 
preferred against mental cultivation by the Δίκαιος Adyos in the Nubes 
of Aristophanés, 947 seqg.—favourite topics in the mouths of the pugi- 


lists “with smashed ears” (Plato, Gorgias, c. 71. p. 515 E, τῶν ra 
ὦτα κατεαγότων). 
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antipathy to new ideas, and new mental accomplish- 
ments, has been raised into factitious importance 
by the comic genius of Aristophanés,—whose point 
of view modern authors have too often accepted ; 
thus allowing some of the worst feelings of Grecian 
antiquity to influence their manner of conceiving 
the facts. Moreover they have rarely made any 
allowance for that force of literary and philoso- 
phical antipathy, which was no less real and con- 
stant at Athens than the political ; and which made 
the different literary classes or individuals perpe- 
‘tually unjust one towards another'. It was the 
blessing and the glory of Athens, that every man 
could speak out his sentiments and his criticisms 
with a freedom unparalleled in the ancient world, 
and hardly paralleled even in the modern, in which 
a vast body of dissent both is, and always has been, 
condemned to absolute silence. But this known 
latitude of censure ought to have imposed on mo- 
dern authors a peremptory necessity of not accept- 
ing implicitly the censure of any one, where the 

1 There is but too much evidence of the abundance of such jealousies 
and antipathies during the times of Plato, Aristotle, and Isokratés : see 
Stahr’s Anistotelia, ch. iii. vol. 1. p. 37, 68. 

Aristotle was extremely jealous of the success of Isokratés, and was 
himself much assailed by pupils of the latter, Kephisodérus and others 
—as well as by Diksarchus, Eubulidés, and a numerous host of writers 
in the same tone—orpardy ὅλον τῶν ἐπιθεμένων ᾿Αριστοτέλει : see the 
Fragments of Diksarchus, vol. ii. p. 225, ed. Didot.—‘“‘ De ingenio ejus 
(observes Cicero in reference to Epicurus, de Finibus, ii. 25, 80) in his 
disputationibus, non de moribus, queritur. Sit ista in Grecorum 
levitate perversitas, qui maledictis insectantur eos, a quibus de veritate 
dissentiunt.”” This is a taint noway peculiar to Grecian philosophical 
controversy: but it has nowhere been more infectious than among the 


Greeks, and modern historians cannot be too much on their guard 
against it. 
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party inculpated has left no defence; at the very 
least, of construing the censure strictly, and allowing 
for the point of view from which it proceeds. From 
inattention to this necessity, almost all the things 
and persons of Grecian history are presented to us 
on their bad side: the libels of Aristophanés, the 
sneers of Plato and Xenophon, even the interested 
generalities of a plaintiff or defendant before the 
Dikastery—are received with little cross-examina- 
tion as authentic materials for history. 

If ever there was need to invoke this rare sen- 
timent of candour, it is when we come to discuss 
the history of the persons called Sophists, who now 
for the first time appear as of note; the practical 
teachers of Athens and of Greece, misconceived as 
well as misesteemed. 

The primitive education at Athens consisted of 
two branches; gymnastics, for the body—music, 
for the mind. The word music is not to be judged 
according to the limited signification which it now 
bears. It comprehended from the beginning every- 
thing appertaining to the province of the Nine 
Muses—not merely learning the use of the lyre, or 
how to bear part in a chorus, but also the hearing, 
learning, and repeating, of poetical compositions, 
as well as the practice of exact and elegant pronun- 
ciation—which latter accomplishment, in a language 
like the Greek with long words, measured syllables, 
and great diversity of accentuation between one 
word and another, must have been far more difficult 
to acquire than it is in any modern European lan- 
guage. As the range of ideas enlarged, so the words 
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music and musical teachers acquired an expanded 
meaning, so as tocomprehend matter of instruction 
at once ampler and more diversified. During the 
middle of the fifth century s.c. at Athens, there 
came thus to be found, among the musical teachers, 
men of the mest distinguished abilitiesandeminence ; 
masters of all the learning and accomplishments of 
the age, teaching what was known of astronomy, 
geography, and physics, and capable of holding 
dialectical discussions with their pupils, upon all the 
various problems then afloat among intellectual men. 
Of this character were Lamprus, Agathoklés, Py- 
thokleidés, Damon, &c. The two latter were in- 
structors of Periklés ; and Damon was even rendered 
so unpopular at Athens, partly by his large and free 
speculations, partly through the political enemies 
of his great pupil, that he was ostracised, or at least 
sentenced to banishment!. Such men were com- 
petent companions for Anaxagoras and Zeno, and 
employed in part on the same studies; the field of 
acquired knowledge being not then large enough to 
be divided into separate, exclusive compartments. , 
While Euripidés frequented the company, and ac- 
quainted himself with the opinions of Anaxagoras— 
Ion of Chios (his rival as a tragic poet, as well as 
the friend of Kimon) bestowed so much thought 
upon physical subjects as then conceived, that he 
set up a theory of his own, propounding the doc- 

" See Plato (Protagoras, c. 8. p. 316 D.; Laches, c. 3. p. 180 D.; 
Menexenus, c. 3. p. 236 A; Alkibiad. i. c. 14. p. 118 C); Plutarch, 
Periklés, c. 4. 


Periklés had gone through dialectic practice in his youth (Xenoph. 
Memor. i. 2. 46). 
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trine of three elements in nature'—air, fire, and 
earth. 

Now such musical teachers as Damon and the 
others above-mentioned, were Sophists, not merely 
in the natural and proper Greek sense of that word, 
but, to a certain extent, even in the special and 
restricted meaning which Plato afterwards thought 


proper to confer upon it*. A Sophist, in the genuine 


sense of the word, was a wise man—a clever man— 
one who stood prominently before the public as 
distinguished for intellect or talent of some kind. 
Thus Solon and Pythagoras are both called Sophists ; 
Thamyras the skilful bard is called a Sophist®: So- 
kratés is so denominated, not merely by Aristo- 


1 [sokratés, Or. xv. De Permutat. 5. 287. 

Compare Brandis, Gesch. der Gr. Rom. Philosophie, part i. s. 48. 
Ρ. 196. 

? Isokratés calls both Anaxagoras and Damon, Sophists (Or. xv. De 
Perm. 5. 251), Plutarch, Periklés,c.4. Ὁ δὲ Δάμων ἔοικεν, ἄκρος ὧν 
σοφιστὴς, καταδύεσθαι μὲν εἰς τὸ τῆς μουσικῆς ὄνομα, ἐπικρνπτόμενος 
πρὸς τοὺς πολλοὺς τὴν δεινότητα. 

So Protagoras too (in the speech put into his mouth by Plato, Protag. 
c. 8. p. 316) says, very truly, that there had been Sophists from the earli- 
est times of Greece. But he says also (what Plutarch says in the cita- 
tion just above) that these earlier men refused, intentionally and deli- 
berately, to call themselves Sophists, for fear of the odium attached to 
the name; and that he (Protagoras) was the first person to call himself 
openly a Sophist. 

The denomination by which a man is known, however, seldom de- 
pends upon himself, but upon the general public, and upon his critics, 
friendly or hostile. The unfriendly spirit of Plato did much more to 
attach the title of Sophists specially to these teachers, than any assump- 
tion of their own. 

> Herodot. i. 29; ii. 49; iv. 95. Diogenés of Apollonia, contempo- 
rary of Herodotus, called the Ionic philosophers or physiologists by the 
name Sophists: see Brandis, Gesthich. der Griech. Rém. Philosoph. 
δ. LvII. note O. About Thamyras, see Welcker, Griech. Tragod., 
Sophoklés, p. 421— 

Εἶτ᾽ οὖν σοφιστὴς καλὰ παραπαίων χέλυν, δια. 
The comic poet Kratinus called all the poets, including Homer and 
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phanés, but by Aéschinés': Aristotle himself calls 
Aristippus, and Xenophon calls Antisthenés, both of 
them disciples of Sokratés, by that name?: Xeno- 
phon’, in describing a collection of instructive books, 
calls them ‘‘ the writings of the old poets and So- 
phists,” meaning by the latter word prose-writers 
generally: Plato is alluded to as a Sophist, even by 
Isokratés*: Isokratés himself was harshly criticised 
as a Sophist, and defends both himself and his pro- 
fession: lastly, Timon (the friend and admirer of 
Pyrrho, about 300-280 B.c.), who bitterly satirised 
all the philosophers, designated them all, including 
Plato and Aristotle, by the general name of Sophists’. 


Hesiod, σοφισταί : see the Fragments of his drama ᾿Αρχίλοχοι in Mei- 
neke, Fragm. Comicor. Greecor. vol. 11. p. 16. 

1 #schinés cont. Timarch. c. 34. A’schinés calls Demosthenés also 
a Sophist, c. 27. - 

We see plainly from the terms in Plato’s Politicus, c. 38. p. 299 B.— 
μετεωρόλογον, ἀδολεσχήν τινα codiorny—that both Sokratés and Plato 
himself were designated as Sophists by the Athenian public. 

2 Ariatotel. Metaphysic. ili. 2. p. 996; Xenophon, Sympos. iv. 1. 

Aristippus is said to have been the first of the disciples of Sokratés 
who took money for instruction (Diogen. Laért. ii. 65). 

3 Xenoph. Memor. iv. 2, 1. γράμματα πολλὰ συνειλεγμένον ποιητῶν 
τε καὶ σοφιστῶν τῶν εὐδοκιμωτάτων... 

The word σοφιστῶν is here used just in the same sense as τοὺς θη- 
σαύρους τῶν πάλαι σοφῶν ἀνδρῶν, ovs ἐκεῖνοι κατέλιπον ἐν βιβλίοις 
γράψαντες, &c. (Memor. i. 6, 14). It is used in a different sense in 
another passage (i. 1, 11) to signify teachers who gave instruction on 
physical and astronomical subjects, which Sokratés and Xenophon both 
disapproved. 

4 Isokratés, Orat. v. ad Philipp. s. 14: see Heindorf’s note on the 
Euthydemus of Plato, p. 305 C. 5. 79. 

§ Diogen. Laért. ix.65. “Eomere viv pot, ὅσοι πολυπράγμονές ἐστε 
σοφισταί (Diogen. Laért. viii. 74). 

Demetrius of Troezen numbered Empedoklés as a Sophist. Iso- 
kratés speaks of Empedoklés, Ion, Alkmseon, Parmenidés, Melissus, 
Gorgias, all as οἱ παλαιοὶ codgiorai—all as having taught different we- 
ptrrodoyias about the elements of the physical world (Isok. de Per- 
mut. 5. 288). 
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In this large and comprehensive sense the word was 
originally used, and always continued to be so un- 
derstood among the general public. But along with 
this idea, the title Sophist also carried with it or 
connoted a certain invidious feeling. The natural 
temper of a people generally ignorant towards supe- 
rior intellect—the same temper which led to those 
charges of magic so frequent in the middle ages— 
appears to be a union of admiration with something 
of an unfavourable sentiment!—dislike, or appre- 
hension, as the case may be, unless where the lat- 
ter element has become neutralised by habitual re- 
spect for an established profession or station : at any 
rate the unfriendly sentiment is so often intended, 
that a substantive word in which it is implied 
without the necessity of any annexed predicate, is 
soon found convenient. Timon, who hated the phi- 
losophers, thus found the word Sophist exactly suit- 
able, in sentiment as well as meaning, to his pur- 
pose in addressing them. 

Now when (in the period succeeding 450 B.c.) the 
rhetorical and musical teachers came to stand before 
the public at Athens in such increased eminence, 
they of course, as well as other men intellectually 
celebrated, became designated bv the appropriate 
name of Sophists. But there was one characteristic 
peculiar to themselves whereby they drew upon 

1 Eurip. Med. 289— 
Χρὴ δ᾽ οὔποθ᾽ ὅστις dprippwyv πέφυκ᾽ ἀνὴρ, 
Παῖδας περισσῶς ἐκδιδάσκεσθαι σοφούς. 
Χωρὶς γὰρ ἄλλης, ἧς ἔχουσιν, ἀργίας, 
Φθόνον πρὸς ἀστῶν ἀλφάνουσι δυσμενῆ. 


The words ὁ περισσῶς σοφὸς seem to convey the same unfriendly 
sentiment as the word σοφιστής. 
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themselves a double measure of that invidious sen- 
timent which lay wrapped up in the name. They 
taught for pay: of course therefore the most eminent 
among them taught only the rich, and earned large 
sums: a fact naturally provocative of envy, to some 
extent, among the many who benefited nothing by 
them, but still more among the inferior members of 
their own profession. But even great minds, like 
Sokratés and Plato, though much superior to any 
such envy, cherished in that age a genuine and 
vehement repugnance against receiving pay for 
teaching. We read in Xenophon’, that Sokratés 
considered such a bargain as nothing less than ser- 
vitude, robbing the teacher of all free choice as to 
persons or proceeding ; and that he assimilated the 


1 Xenoph. Memor.i.2,6. In another passage, the Sophist Antiphon 
(whether this is the celebrated Antiphon of the deme Rhamnus, is un- 
certain; the commentators lean to the negative) is described as con- 
versing with Sokratés, and saying that Sokratés of course must imagine 
his own conversation to be worth nothing, since he asked no price from 
his scholars. To which Sokratés replies— 

Ὦ ᾿Αντιφῶν, παρ᾽ ἡμῖν νομίζεται, τὴν Spay καὶ τὴν σοφίαν ὁμοίως μὲν 
καλὸν, ὁμοίως δὲ αἰσχρὸν, διατίθεσθαι εἶναι. Τήν τε γὰρ ὥραν, ἐὰν μέν 
τις ἀργυρίου πωλῇ τῷ βουλομένῳ, πόρνον αὐτὸν ἀποκαλοῦσιν' ἐὰν δέ τιε, 
ὃν ἂν γνῶ καλόν τε κἀγαθὸν ἐραστὴν ὄντα, τοῦτον φίλον ἑαυτῷ ποιῆται, 
σώφρονα νομίζομεν. Καὶ τὴν σοφίαν ὡσαύτως τοὺς μὲν dpyupiou τῷ 
βονλομένῳ πωλοῦντας, σοφιστὰς ὥσπερ πόρνους ἀποκαλοῦσιν' 
ὅστις δὲ, ὃν dy γνῷ εὐφνᾶ ὄντα, διδάσκων ὅ,τι ἂν ἔχῃ ἀγαθὸν, φίλαν 
ποιεῖται, τοῦτον νομίζομεν, ἃ τῷ καλῷ κἀγαθῷ πολίτῃ προσήκει, ταῦτα 
ποιεῖν (Xenoph. Memor, i. 6, 13). 

As an evidence of the manners and sentiment of the age, this passage 
is extremely remarkable. Various parts of the oration of schinés 
against Timarchus, and the Symposion of Plato (p. 217, 218), both 
receive and give light to it. 

Among the numerous passages in which Plato expresses his dislike 
and contempt of teaching for money, see his Sophistes, c. 9. p. 223. 
Plato indeed thought that it was unworthy of a virtuous man to accept 
salary for the discharge of any public duty: see the Republic, i. 19. 


p: 347. . 


“i 
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relation between teacher and pupil to that between 
two lovers or two intimate friends, which was 
thoroughly dishonoured, robbed of its charm and 
reciprocity, and prevented from bringing about its 
legitimate reward of attachment and devotion, by 
the intervention of money payment. However 
little in harmony with modern ideas, such was the 
conscientious sentiment of Sokratés and Plato; who 
therefore considered the name Sophist, denoting in- 
tellectual celebrity combined with an odious asso- 
ciation, as pre-eminently suitable to the leading 
teachers for pay. The splendid genius, the lasting 
influence, and the reiterated polemics, of Plato, have 
stamped it upon the men against whom he wrote as 
if it were their recognised, legitimate, and peculiar 
designation: though it is certain, that if, in the 
middle of the Peloponnesian war, any Athenian had 
been asked,—‘‘ Who are the principal Sophists in 
your city ?’’—he would have named Sokratés among 
the first ; for Sokratés was at once eminent as an 
intellectual teacher, and personally unpopular—not 
because he received pay, but on other grounds which 
will be hereafter noticed: and this was the precise 
combination of qualities which the general public 
naturally expressed by a Sophist. Moreover, Plato 
not only stole the name out of general circulation in 
order to fasten it specially upon his opponents the 
paid teachers, but also connected with it express dis- 
creditable attributes, which formed no part of its pri- 
mitive and recognized meaning, and were altogether 
distinct from, though grafted upon, the vague sen- 
timent of dislike associated with it. Aristotle, fol- 


lowing the example of his master, gave to the word 
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Sophist a definition substantially the same as that 
which it bears in the modern languages'—‘‘ an im- 
postrous pretender to knowledge, a man who em- 
ploys what he knows to be fallacy, for the purpose 
of deceit and of getting money.” And he did this 
at a time when he himself, with his estimable con- 
temporary Tsokratés, were considered at Athens 
to come under the designation of Sophists, and were 
called so by every one who disliked either their pro- 
fession or their persons?. 

Great thinkers and writers, like Plato and Ari- 
stotle, have full right to define and employ words in 
a sense of their own, provided they give due notice. 
Bat it is essential that the reader should keep in 
mind the consequences of such change, and not 
mistake a word used in a new sense for a new fact 
or phenomenon. ‘The age with which we are now 
dealing (the last half of the fifth century 8.0.) 15 
commonly distinguished in the history of philosophy 


1 Aristot. Rhetoric. i. 1, 4—-where he explains the Sophist to be a 
person who has the same powers as the I)ialectician, but abuses them 
for a bad purpose—y yap σοφιστικὴ, οὐκ ἐν τῇ δυνάμει, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν τῇ 
προαιρέσει...... Ἔκεῖ δὲ, σοφιστὴς μὲν, κατὰ τὴν προαίρεσιν, διαλεκτικὸς 
δὲ, οὐ κατὰ τὴν προαίρεσιν ἀλλὰ κατὰ τὴν δύναμιν. Again in the first 
chapter of the treatise de Sophisticis Elenchis—é σοφιστὴς, χρημα- 
τιστὴς ἀπὸ φαινομένης σοφίας, ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ οὔσης, ὅτε. 

3 Respecting Isokratés, see his Orat. xv. De Permutatione, wherein 
it is evident that he was not only ranked as a Sophist by others, but 
also considered himself as such, though the appellation was one which 
he did not like. He considers himself as such, as well as Gorgias— 
ol καλούμενοι codiorai—sect. 166, 169, 213, 231. 

Respecting Aristotle, we have only to read (not merely the passage 
of Timon cited in a previous note, but also) the bitter slander of Timeus 
(Frag. 70. ed. Didot, Polybius, xii. 8), who called him σοφιστὴν ὀψι- 
pada καὶ μισητὸν ὑπάρχοντα, καὶ τὸ πολυτίμητον ἰατρεῖον ἀρτίως 
ἀποκεκλεικότα, πρὸς δὲ τούτοις, εἰς πᾶσαν αὐλὴν καὶ σκήνην ἐμπεπηδη- 
κότα' πρὸς δὲ, γαστρίμαργον, ὑψαρτύτην, ἐπὶ στόμα φερόμενον ἐν πᾶσι. 
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as the age of Sokratés and the Sophists. The So- 


phists are spoken of as a new class of men, or some- 
times in language which implies a new doctrinal 
sect or school, as if they then sprang up in Greece 
for the first time—ostentatious impostors, flattering 
and duping the rich youth for their own personal 
gain, undermining the morality of Athens public 
and private, and encouraging their pupils to the 
unscrupulous prosecution of ambition and cupidity. 
They are even affirmed to have succeeded in cor- 
rupting the general morality, so that Athens had 
become miserably degenerated and vicious in the 
latter years of the Peloponnesian war, as compared 
with what she was in the time of Miltiadés and 
Aristeidés. Sokratés, on the contrary, is usually 
described as a holy man combating and exposing 
these false prophets—standing up as the champion 
of morality against their insidious artifices!. Now 
though the appearance of a man so very original as 
Sokratés was a new fact, of unspeakable importance 
—the appearance of the Sophists was no new fact : 
what was new was the peculiar use of an old word ; 
which Plato took out of its usual meaning, and 
fastened upon the eminent paid teachers of the 
Sokratic age. 

The paid teachers, with whom, under the name 
of TheSophists, he brings Sokratés into controversy, 
were Protagoras of Abdera, Gorgias of Leontini, 


1 In the general point of view here described, the Sophists are pre- 
sented by Ritter, Geschichte der Griech. Philosophie, vol. i. book vi. 
chap. 1-3. p. 577 seq., 629 seg.; by Brandis, Gesch. der Gr. Rom. 
Philos. sect. Ixxxiv-Ixxxvii. vol. i. p. 516 seg.; by Zeller, Geschichte 
der Philosoph. ii. pp. 65, 69, 165, &c.; and indeed by almost all who 
treat of the Sophists. 
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Polus of Agrigentum, Hippias of Elis, Prodikus of 
Keos, Thrasymachus of Chalkédon, Euthydémus 
and Dionysodérus of Chios: to whom Xenophon 
adds Antiphon of Athens. These men—whom 
modern writers set down as The Sophists, and de- 
nounce as the moral pestilence of their age—were 
not distinguished in any marked or generic way 
from their predecessors. Their vocation was to 
train up youth for the duties, the pursuits, and the 
successes, of active life, both private and public. 
Others had done this before ; but these teachers 
brought to the task a larger range of knowledge, 
with a greater multiplicity of scientific and other 
topics—not only more impressive powers of com- 
position and speech, serving as a personal example 
to the pupil, but also a comprehension of the ele- 
ments of good speaking, so as to be able to give 
him precepts conducive to that accomplishment '— 
a considerable treasure of accumulated thought 
on moral and political subjects, calculated to make 
their conversation very instructive—and discourse 
ready prepared, on general heads or common places, 
for their pupils to learn by heart?. But this, 
though a very important extension, was nothing 
more than an extension, differing merely in degree 
- ποῖ that which Damon and others had done before 
them. It arose from the increased demand which 
had grown up among the Athenian youth, for‘a 
larger measure of education and other accomplish- 
ments—from an elevation in the standard of what 
was required from every man who aspired to occupy 


' Compare lsokratés, Orat. xi. cont. Sophistas, s. 19-21. 
? Aristot. Sophist. Elengh. c. 33; Cicero, Brut. c. 12. 
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a place in the eyes of his fellow-citizens. Prota- 
goras, Gorgias, and the rest, supplied this demand 
with an ability and success unknown before their 
tine: hence they gained a distinction such as none 
of their predecessors had attained, were prized all 
over Greece, travelled from city to city with general 
admiration, and obtained considerable pay. While 
such success, among men personally strangers to 
them, attests unequivocally their talent and personal 
dignity ; of course it also laid them open to increased 
jealousy, as well from inferior teachers, as from the 
lovers of ignorance generally ; such jealousy mani- 
festing itself (as I have before explained) by a greater 
readiness to stamp them with the obnoxious title of 
Sophists. 

The hostility of Plato against these teachers (for 
it is he, and not Sokratés, who was peculiarly hostile 
to them, as may be seen by the absence of any 
such marked antithesis in the Memorabilia of Xeno- 
phon) may be explained without at all supposing in 
them that corruption which modern writers have 
been so ready not only to admit but to magnify. It 
arose from the radical difference between his point 
of view and theirs. He was a great reformer and 
theorist: they undertook to qualify young men for 
doing themselves credit, and rendering service to. 
others, in active Athenian life. Not only is there 
room for the concurrent operation of both these 
veins of thought and action, in every progressive 
society ; but the intellectual outfit of the society can 
never be complete without the one as well as the 
other. It was the glory of Athens that both were 
there adequately represented, at the period which 
we have now reached. Whoever peruses Plato’s 
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immortal work—‘ The Republic’—will see that he 
dissented from society, both democratical and oli- 
garchical, on some of the most fundamental points 
of public and private morality ; and throughout most 
of his dialogues his quarrel is not less with the 
statesman, past as well as present, than with the 
paid teachers of Athens. Besides this ardent desire 
for radical reform of the state, on principles of his 
own, distinct from every recognized political party 
or creed—Plato was also unrivalled as a speculative 
genius and as a dialectician ; both which capacities 
he put forth, to amplify and illustrate the ethical 
theory and method first struck out by Sokratés, as 
well as to establish comprehensive generalities of 
his own. 

Now his reforming, as well as his theorising ten- 
dencies, brought him into polemical controversy 
with all the leading agents by whom the business of 
practical life at Athens was carried on. In so far 
as Protagoras or Gorgias talked the language of 
theory, they were doubtless much inferior to Plato, 
nor would their doctrines be likely to hold against 
his acute dialectics. But it was neither their duty, 
nor their engagement, to reform the state, or dis- 
cover and vindicate the best theory on ethics. They 
professed to qualify young Athenians for an active 
and honourable life, private as well as public, in 
Athens (or in any other given city): they taught 
them ‘‘to think, speak, and act,” in Athens; they 
of course accepted, as the basis of their teaching, 
that type of character which estimable men exhi- 
bited and which the public approved, in Athens— 
not undertaking to recast the type, but to arm it 
with new capacities and adorn it with fresh accom- 


ΟπλΡ. LXVIL.J ISOKRATES A SOPHIST. 489 


plishments. Their direct business was with ethical 
precept, not with ethical theory: all that was re- 
quired of them as to the latter, was, that their theory 
should be sufficiently sound to lead to such practical 
precepts as were accounted virtuous by the most 
estimable society in Athens. It ought never to be 
forgotten, that those who taught for active life were 
bound by the very conditions of their profession to 
adapt themselves to the place and the society as it 
stood. With the theorist Plato, not only there was 
no such obligation, but the grandeur and instruc- 
tiveness of his speculations were realised only by 
his departing from it, and placing himself on a 
loftier pinnacle of vision ; and he himself! not only 
admits, but even exaggerates, the unfitness and re- 
pugnance, of men taught in his school, for practical 
life and duties. 

To understand the essential difference between 
the practical and the theoretical point of view, we 
need only look to Isokratés, the pupil of Gorgias, 
and himself a Sophist. Though not a man of com- 
manding abilities, Isokratés was one of the most 
estimable men of Grecian antiquity. He taught for 
money, and taught young men to “ think, speak, 
and act,’’ all with a view to an honourable life of 
active citizenship ; not concealing his marked dis- 
paragement? of speculative study and debate, such 
_" See a striking passage in Plato, Theetet. c. 24. p. 173, 174. 

3 Isokratés, Orat. νυ. (ad Philip.) s. 14; Orat. x. (Ene. Hel.) 5. 2; 
Orat. xiii. ady. Sophist. s. 9 (compare Heindorf’s note ad Platon. Eu- 
thydem. s. 79); Orat. xii. (Panath.) s. 126; Orat. xv. (Perm.) 5. 90. 

Isokratés, in the beginning of his Orat. x. Encom. Helene, censures 


all the speculative teachers—first Antisthen¢s and Plato (without naming 
them, but identifying them sufficiently hy their doctrines), next Prota- 
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as the dialogues of Plato and the dialectic exercises 
generally. He defends his profession much in the 
same way as his master Gorgias, or Protagorag, 


goras, Gorgias, Melissus, Zeno, &c., by name, as having wasted their 
time and teaching on fruitless paradox and controversy. He insists 
upon the necessity of teaching with a view to political life and to the 
course of actual public events—abandoning these useless studies (s. 6). 

It is remarkable that what Isokratés recommends is just what Prota- 
goras and Gorgias are represented as actually doing (each doubtless m 
his own way) in the dialogues of Plato; who censures them for being too 
practical, while Isokratés, commenting on them from various publications 
which they left, treats them only as teachers of useless speculations. 

In the Oration De Permutatione, composed when he was eighty-two 
years of age (s. 10—the orations above cited are earlier compositions, 
especially Orat. xiii. against the Sophists, see s. 206), Isokratés stands 
upon the defensive, and vindicates his profession against manifold 
aspersions. It is a most interesting oration, as a defence of the educators 
of Athens generally, and would serve perfectly well as a vindication of 
the teaching of Protagoras, Gorgias, Ilippias, &c. against the reproaches 
of Plato. 

This oration should be read, if only to get at the genuine Athenian 
sense of the word Sophists, as distinguished from the technical sense 
which Plato and Anstotle fasten upon it. The word is here used in its 
largest sense, as distinguished from ἰδιώταις (8. 159): it meant literary 
men or philosophers generally, but especially the professional teachers : 
it carried however an obnoxious sense, and was therefore used as little 
as possible by themselves—as much as possible by those who disliked 
them. 

Isokratés, though he does not willingly call himself by this unpleasant 
name, yet is obliged to acknowledge himself unreservedly as one of the 
profession, in the same category as Gorgias (s. 165, 179, 211, 213, 231, 
256), and defends the general body as well as himself; distinguishing 
himself of course from the bad members of the proufession—those who 
pretended to be Sophists, but devoted themselves to something different 
in reality (s. 230). 

This professional teaching, and the teachers, are signified mdiserimi- 
nately by these words—oi σοφισταί --- οἱ περὶ τὴν φιλοσοφίαν διατρί- 
βοντες---τὴν φιλοσοφίαν ἀδίκως διαβεβλημένην (9. 44, 157, 159, 179,92], 
217, 219)--- τῶν λύγων παιδεία--- τῶν λόγων μελέτη---ἥ φιλοσοφία--- 
ἡ τῆς φρονήσεως ἄσκησις---τῆς ἐμῆς, εἴτε βούλεσθε καλεῖν δυνάμεως, εἴτε 
φιλοσοφίας, εἴτε διατριβῆς (s. 53, 187, 189, 193, 196). ΑἹ] these ex- 
pressions mean the same process of trainmg—that is, gencral mental 
training as opposed to bodily (s. 194, 199), and intended to cultivate 
the powers of thought, speech and action—mpés τὸ λέγειν καὶ φρονεῖν--- 
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would have defended it, if we had before us vindi- 
cations from their pens. Isokratés at Athens, and 
Quintilian, a man equally estimable at Rome, are 
in their general type of character and professional 
duty, the fair counterpart of those whom Plato ar- 
raigns as The Sophists. 

We know these latter chiefly from the evidence 
of Plato, their pronounced enemy: yet even his 
evidence, when construed candidly and taken as a 
whole, will not be found to justify the charges of 
corrupt and immoral teaching, impostrous pretence 
of knowledge, &c. which the modern historians 
pour forth in loud chorus against them. I know 
few characters in history who have been so hardly 
dealt with as these so-called Sophists. They bear 
the penalty of their name, in its modern sense; a 
misleading association, from which few modern wri- 
ters take pains to emancipate either themselves or 
their readers—though the English or French word 
Sophist is absolutely inapplicable to Protagoras or 
Gorgias, who ought to be called rather ‘‘ Professors 
or Public Teachers.”’ It is really surprising to read 
the expositions prefixed, by learned men like Stall- 
baum and others, to the Platonic dialogues entitled 
Protagoras, Gorgias, Kuthydémus, Theztétus, &c., 


τοῦ φρονεῖν εὖ καὶ λέγειν---τὸ λέγειν καὶ πράττειν (8. 221, 26], 285, 296, 
330). 
Isokratcs does not admit any such distinction between the philosopher 
and dialectician on the one side—and the Sophist on the other—as 
Plato and Aristotle contend for. He does not like dialectical exercises, 
yet he admits them to be useful for youth, as a part of intellectual 
training, on condition that all such speculations shall be dropped, when 
the youth come into active life (s. 280, 287). 

This is the same language as that of Kalliklés in the Gorgias of 
Plato, c. 40. p. 484. 
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where Plato introduces Sokratés either in personal 
controversy with one or other of these Sophists, or 
as canvassing their opinions. We continually read 
from the pen of the expositor such remarks as these 
—‘‘ Mark how Plato puts down the shallow and 
worthless Sophist’’—the obvious reflection, that it 
is Plato himself who plays both games on the chess- 
board, being altogether overlooked. And again— 
‘This or that argument, placed in the mouth of 
Sokratés, is not to be regarded as the real opinion 
of Plato: he only takes it up and enforces it at this 
moment, in order to puzzle and humiliate an osten- 
tatious pretender'’’—a remark which converts Plato 


1 Stallbaum, Proleg. ad Platon. Protagor. p. 23. ‘‘ Hoc vero ejus 
judicio ita utitur Socrates, ut eum dehince dialecticé subtilitate in sum- 
mam consilii inopiam conjiciat. Colligit enim inde satis captiose rebus 
ita comparatis justitiam, quippe quz a sanctitate diversa sit, plane nihil 
sanctitatis habituram, ac vicissim sanctitati nihil fore commune cum 
justitid. Respondet quidem ad hac Protagoras, justitiam ac sanctita- 
tem non per omnia sibi similes esse, nec tamen etiam prorsus dissimiles 
videri. Sed etsi verissima est hec ejus sententia, tamen comparatione 
118 a partibus faciei repetitd, tn fraudem inductus, et quid sit, in quo 
omnis virtutis natura contineatur, ignarus, sese ex his difficultatibus 
adeo non potest expedire,”’ &c. 

Again, p. 24. “‘ Itaque Socrates, miss4 hujus rei disputatione, repente 
ad alia progreditur, scilicet stmtlibus laqueis hominem deinceps denuo 
trretiturus.”...... ** Nemini facile obscurum erit, hoc quoque loco, Pro- 
tagoram argutis conclusiunculis deludi atque callide eo permoveri,” &c. 
sesees p- 25. “ Quanquam nemo erit, quin videat callide deludt Protago- 
ram,” &c....... p. 34. “Quod si autem ea, que in Protagora Sophiste 
ridendi causd e vulgi atque sophistaruin ratione disputantur, in Gorgié 
ex ipsius philosophi mente et sententia vel brevius proponuntur vel 
copiosius disputantur,” &e. 

Compare similar observations of Stallbaum, in his Prolegom. ad 
Theetet. p.12, 22; ad Menon. p. 16; ad Euthydemum, p. 26, 30; ad 
Lachetem, p. 11; ad Lysidem, p. 79, 80, 87; ad Hippiam Major. 


p- 154-156. 
“ Facile apparet Socratem argutd, que verbo φαίνεσθαι inest, dilogid 
interlocutorem (Lippiam Sophistam) in fraudem inducere.”’...... ** Hud 


quidem pro certo et explorato habemus, non scrio sed ridendi vezan- 
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into an insincere disputant and a Sophist in the 
modern sense, at the very moment when the com- 
mentator 15 extolling his pure and lofty morality as 
an antidote against the alleged corruption of Gorgias 
and Protagoras. 

Plato has devoted a long and interesting dialogue 
to the inquiry, What is a Sophist! ? and it is curious 
to observe that the definition which he at last brings 
out suits Sokratés himself, intellectually speaking, 
better than any one else whom we know. Cicero 
defines the Sophist to be one who pursues philoso- 
phy for the sake of ostentation or of gain*?; which, 
if it is to be held as a reproach, will certainly bear 
hard upon the great body of modern teachers, who 
are determined to embrace their profession and to 
discharge its important duties, like other professional 
men, by the prospect either of deriving an income 
or of making a figure in it, or both—whether they 
have any peculiar relish for the occupation or not. 
But modern writers in describing Protagoras or Gor- 
gias, while they adopt the sneering language of Plato 
against teaching for pay, low purposes, tricks to get 


dique Sophiste gratié gravissimam illam sententiam in dubitationem 
vocart, ideoque iis conclusiunculis labefactari, quas quilibet paulo ‘at- 
tentior facile intelligat non ad fidem faciendam, sed ad lusum jocumque, 
esse comparatas.”” 

δ Plato, Sophistes, c. 52. p. 268. 

2 Cicero, Academ. iv. 23. Xenophon, at the close of his treatise De 
Venatione (c. 13), introduces a sharp censure upon the Sophists, with 
very little that is specific or distinct. He accuses them of teaching 
command and artifice of words, instead of communicating useful maxims 
—of speaking for purposes of deceit, or for their own profit, and address- 
ing themselves to rich pupils for pay—while the philosopher gives his 
lessons to every one gratuitously, without distinction of persons. This 
is the same distinction as that taken by Sokratés and Plato, between 
the Sophist and the Philosopher: compare Xenoph. De Vectigal. v. 4. 
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money from the rich, &c.—use terms which lead 
the reader to believe that there was something in 
these Sophists peculiarly greedy, exorbitant, and 
truckling ; something beyond the mere fact of ask- 
ing and receiving remuneration. Now not only 
there is no proof that any of them were thus dis- 
honest or exorbitant, but in the case of Protagoras, 
even his enemy Plato furnishes a proof that he was 
not so. In the Platonic dialogue termed Protago- 
ras, that Sophist 18 introduced as describing the 
manner in which he proceeded respecting remune- 
ration from his pupils. “1 make no stipulation 
beforehand: when a pupil parts from me, I ask from 
him such a sum as I think the time and the circum- 
stances warrant; and I add, that if he deems the 
demand too great, he has only to make up his own 
mind what is the amount of improvement which my 
company has procured to him, and what sum he 
considers an equivalent for it. I am content to ac- 
cept the sum so named by himself, only requiring 
him to go into a temple and make oath that it is his 
sincere belief'.” It is not easy to imagine a more 
dignified way of dealing than this, nor one which 
more thoroughly attests an honourable reliance on 
the internal consciousness of the scholar—on the 

1 Plato, Protagoras, c. 16. p. 328 B. Diogenes Laértius (ix. 58) says 
that Protagoras demanded 100 mine as pay: little stress is to be laid 
upon such a statement, nor is it possible that he could have had one 
fixed rate of pay. The story told by Aulus Gellius (v. 10) about the 
suit at law between Protagoras and his disciple Euathlus, is at least 
amusing and ingenious. Compare the story of the rhetor Skopelianus, 
in Philostratus, Vit. Sophist. i. 21, 4. 

Isokratés (Or. xv. de Perm. s. 166) affirms that the gains made by 
Gorgias or by any of the eminent Sophists had never been very high; 


that they had been greatly and maliciously exaggerated ; that they were 
very inferior to those of the great dramatic actors (s. 168). 
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grateful sense of improvement realised, which to 
every teacher constitutes a reward hardly inferior 
to the payment that proceeds from it, and which 
(in the opinion of Sokratés) formed the only legi- 
timate reward. Such is not the way in which the 
corruptors of mankind go to work. 

That which stood most prominent in the teaching 
of Gorgias and the other Sophists, was, that they 
cultivated and improved the powers of public speak- 
ing in their pupils—one of the most essential ac- 
complishments to every Athenian of consideration. 
For this, too, they have been denounced by Ritter, 
Brandis, and other learned writers on the history of 
philosophy, as corrupt and immoral. ‘‘ Teaching 
their pupils rhetoric (it has been said), they only 
enabled them to second unjust designs, to make 
the worse appear the better reason, and to delude 
their hearers, by trick nd artifice, into false per- 
suasion and show of knowledge without reality. 
Rhetoric (argues Plato in the dialogue called Gor- 
gias) is no art whatever, but a mere unscientific 
knack, enslaved to the dominant prejudices, and 
nothing better than an impostrous parody on the 
‘true political γί. Now though Aristotle, follow- 
ing the Platonic vein, calls this power of making 
the worse appear the better reason, ‘‘the promise 
of Protagoras'’’—the accusation ought never to be 


« | Aristot. Rhetoric. ii. 26. Ritter (p. 582) and Brandis (p. 521) quote 
very unfairly the evidence of the ‘Clouds’ of Aristophanés, as establishing 
this charge, and that of corrupt teaching generally, against the Sophists 
asa body. If Aristophanés is a witness against any one, he is a witness 
against Sokratés, who is the person singled out for attack in the ‘Clouds.’ 
But these authors, not admitting Aristophanés as an evidence against 
Sokratés whom he does attack, nevertheless quote him as an evidence 
against men like Protagoras and Gorgias whom he does not attack. 
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urged as it bore specially against the teachers of the 
Sokratic age. It is an argument against rhetorical 
teaching generally; against all the most distin- 
guished teachers of pupils for active life, throughout 
the ancient world, from Protagoras, Gorgias, Iso- 
kratés, &c. down to Quintilian. Not only does the 
argument bear equally against all, but it was ac- 
tually urged against all. Isokratés' and Quintilian 
both defend themselves against it: Aristotle replies 
to it in the beginning of his treatise on Rhetoric: nor 
was there ever any man, indeed, against whom it 
was pressed with greater bitterness of calumny than 
Sokratés—by Aristophanés in his comedy of the 
‘Clouds,’ as well as by other comic composers. So- 
kratés complains of it in his defence before his 
judges’; characterising such accusations in their 
true point of view, as being ‘‘ the stock reproaches 
against all who pursue philosophy.” They are in- 
deed only one of the manifestations, ever varying in 
form though the same in spirit, of the antipathy of 
ignorance against dissenting innovation or superior 
mental accomplishments; which antipathy, intellec- 


' Isokratés, Or. xv. (De Permut.) 8. 16. νῦν δὲ λέγει μὲν (the accuser) 
ὡς ἐγὼ τοὺς ἥττους λόγους κρείττους δύναμαι ποιεῖν, &c. 

Ibid. 5. 32. πειράταί με διαβάλλειν, ὡς διαφθείρω τοὺς νεωτέρους, λέ- 
γειν διδάσκων καὶ παρὰ τὸ δίκαιον ἐν τοῖς ἀγῶσι πλεονεκτεῖν, Kc. 

Again, 5. 59, 65, 95, 98, 187 (where he represents himself, hke So- 
kratés in his Defence, as vindicating philosophy generally against the 
accusation of corrupting youth), 233, 256. 

? Plato, Sok. Apolog. c. 10. p. 23 Ὁ. τὰ κατὰ πάντων τῶν φιλοσο- 
φούντων πρόχειρα ταῦτα λέγουσιν, ὅτι τὰ μετέωρα καὶ τὰ ὑπὸ γῆς, καὶ 
θεοὺς μὴ νομίζειν, καὶ τὸν ἤττω λόγον κρείττω ποιεῖν (διδάσκω). Com- 
pate a similar expression in Xenophon, Memorab. i. 2, 3]. τὸ κοινῇ τοῖς 
φιλοσόφοις ὑπὸ τῶν πολλῶν ἐπιτιμώμενον, &c. 

The same unfairness, in making this point tell against the Sophists 
exclusively, is to be found in Westermann, Geschichte der Griech. Be- 
redsamkeit, sect. 30, 64. 
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tual men themselves, when it happens to make on 
their side in a controversy, are but too ready to in- 
voke. Considering that we have here the materials 
of defence, as well as of attack, supplicd by Sokratés 
and Plato, it might have been expected that modern 
writers would have refrained from employing such 
an argument to discredit Gorgias or Protagoras; the 
rather, as they have before their eyes, in all the 
countries of modern Europe, the profession of law- 
yers and advocates, who lend their powerful elo- 
quence without distinction to the cause of justice or 
injustice, and who, far from being regarded as the 
corruptors of society, aré usually looked upon, for 
that very reason among others, as indispensable 
auxiliaries to a just administration of law. 

Though writing was less the business of these 
Sophists than personal teaching, several of them 
published treatises. Thrasymachus and Theodérus 
both set forth written precepts on the art of Rheto- 
ric!; precepts which have not descended to us, but 
which appear to have been narrow and special, 
bearing directly upon practice, and relating chiefly 
to the proper component parts of an oration. To 
Aristotle, who had attained that large and compre- 
hensive view of the theory of Rhetoric which still 
remains to instruct us in his splendid treatise, the 
views of Thrasymachus appeared unimportant, ser- 
ving to him only as hints and materials. But their 
effect must have been very different when they first 

1 See the last chapter of Aristotle De Sophisticis Elenchis. He no- 
tices these early rhetorical teachers, also, in various parts of the treatise 
on Rhetoric. 


Quintilian however still thought the precepts of Theodérus and 
Thrasymachus worthy of his attention (Inst. Orat. iii. 3). 
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appeared, and when young men were first enabled 


_ to analyse the parts of an harangue, to understand 
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the dependence of one upon the other, and call them 
by their appropriate names ; all illustrated, let us re- 
collect, by oral exposition on the part of the master, 
which was the most impressive portion of the whole. 

Prodikus, again, published one or more trea- 
tises intended to elucidate the ambiguities of words 
and to point out the different significations of 
terms apparently, but not really, equivalent. For 
this Plato often ridicules him, and the modern his- 
torians of philosophy generally think it right to 
adopt the same tone. WfRether the execution of the 
work was at all adequate to its purpose, we have no 
means of judging; but assuredly the purpose was 
one pre-eminently calculated to aid Grecian thinkers 
and dialecticians ; for no man can study their phi- 
losophy without seeing how lamentably they were 
hampered by enslavement to the popular phraseo- 
logy, and by inferences founded on mere verbal ana- 
logy. At a time when neither dictionary nor gram- 
mar existed, a teacher whotook care, even punctilious 
care, in fixing the meaning of important words of his 
discourse—must be considered as guiding the minds 
of his hearers in a salutary direction ; salutary, we 
may add, even to Plato himself, whose speculations 
would most certainly have been improved by occa- 
sional hints from such a monitor. 

Protagoras, too, is said to have been the first who 
discriminated, and gave names to the various modes 
and forms of address—an analysis well-calculated 
to assist his lessons on right speaking': he appears 


1 Quintilian, Inst. Orat. iii. 4,10; Aristot. Rhetor. iii.5. See the pas- 
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also to have been the first who distinguished the 
three genders of nouns. We hear further of a trea- 
tise which he wrote on wrestling—or most probably 
on gymnastics generally ; as well as a collection of 
controversial dialogues'. But his most celebrated 
treatise was one entitled ‘ Truth,’ seemingly on phi- 
losophy generally. Of this treatise we do not even 
know the general scope or purport. In one of his 
treatises, he confessed his inability to satisfy him- 
self about the existence of the gods, in these words? 
—‘* Respecting the gods, I neither know whether 
they exist, nor what are their attributes: the uncer- 
tainty of the subject, the shortness of human life, 
and many other causes, debar me from this know- 
ledge.” That the believing public of Athens were 
seriously indignant at this passage, and that it 
caused the author to be threatened with prosecu- 
tion and forced to quit Athens—we can perfectly 
understand ; though there seems no sufficient proof 
of the tale that he was drowned in his outward voy- 
age. But that modern historians of philosophy, who 
consider the Pagan gods to be fictions, and the re- 
ligion to be repugnant to any reasonable mind, 
should concur in denouncing Protagoras on this 
ground as a corrupt man, is to me less intelligible. 
Xenophanés*, and probably many other philoso- 


sages cited in Preller, Histor. Philos. ch. iv. p. 132, note d, who affirms 
respecting Protagoras—“ alia inani grammaticorum principiorum osten- 
tatione novare conabatur”—which the passages cited do not prove. 

} Isokratés, Or. x. Encom. Helen. 8. 3; Diogen. Laért. ix. 54. 

? Diogen. Laért. ix. 51; Sext. Empir. adv. Math. ix. 56. Περὶ μὲν 
θεῶν οὐκ ἔχω εἰπεῖν, οὔτε εἴ εἰσιν, οὐθ᾽ ὁποίοι τινές eiot’ πολλὰ γὰρ τὰ 
κωλύοντα εἰδέναι, ἣ τε ἀδηλότης, καὶ βραχὺς ὧν 6 βίος τοῦ ανθρώπου. 

I give the words partly from Diogenes, partly from Sextus, as I think 
they would be most likely to stand. 

> Xenophanés ap. Sext. Emp. adv. Mathem. vii. 49. 


“2x2 
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phers, had said the same thing before him. Nor is 
it easy to see what a superior man was to do, who 
could not adjust his standard of belief to such fic- 
tions—or what he could say, if he said any thing, 
less than the words cited above from Protagoras ; 
which appear, as far as we can appreciate them 
standing without the context, to bea brief mention, 
in modest and circumspect phrases, of the reason 
why he said nothing about the gods, in a treatise 
where the reader would expect to find much upon 
the subject'. Certain it is that in the Platonic 
dialogue, called ‘ Protagoras,’ that Sophist is intro- 
duced speaking about the gods exactly in the 
manner that any orthodox Pagan might naturally 
adopt. 
The other fragment preserved of Protagoras re- 
lates to his view of the cognitive process, and of 
truth generally. He taught that ‘‘ Man is the 
measure of all things, both of that which exists, 
and of that which does not exist: a doctrine can- 
vassed and controverted by Plato, who represents 
that Protagoras affirmed knowledge to consist in 
sensation, and considered the sensations of each 
individual man to be, to him, the canon and measure 
of truth. We know scarce any thing of the elu- 
cidations or limitations with which Protagoras may 
' The satyrical writer Timon (ap. Sext. Emp. ix. 57), speaking in 
very respectful terms about Protagoras, notices particularly the guarded 
language which he used in this sentence about the gods; though this 
precaution did not enable him to avoid the necessity of flight. Prota- 
goras spoke— 
Πᾶσαν ἔχων φυλακὴν ἐπιεικείης" τὰ μὲν οὔ of 
Χραίσμησ᾽, ἀλλὰ φυγῆς ἐπεμαίετο, ὄφρα μὴ οὕτως 
Σωκρατικὸν πίνων ψυχρὸν πότον Aida δύῃ. 

εἶν δου seem, by the last line, as if Protagoras had survived So- 
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have accompanied his general position: and if even 
Plato, who had good means of knowing them, felt 
it ungenerous to insult an orphan doctrine whose 
father was recently dead, and could no longer defend 
it'—much more ought modern authors, who speak 
with mere scraps of evidence before them, to be 
cautious how they heap upon the same doctrine 
insults much beyond those which Plato recognises. 
In so far as we can pretend to understand the theory, 
it was certainly not more incorrect than several 
others then afloat, from the Eleatic school and other 
philosophers ; while it had the merit of bringing 
into forcible relief, though in an erroneous manner, 
the essentially relative nature of cognition*—rela- 
tive, not indeed to the sensitive faculty alone, but 


1 Plato, Thesetet. 18. p. 164 E. Odre ἂν, οἶμαι, ὦ φίλε, εἴπερ ye ὁ 
πατὴρ τοῦ ἑτέρου λόγου ἔζη---ἀλλὰ πολλὰ ἂν ἤμυνε' νῦν δὲ ὄρφανον αὐτὸν 
ὄντα ἡμεῖς προπηλακίζομεν...... ἀλλὰ δὴ αὐτοὶ κινδυνεύσομεν τοῦ 
δικαίον ἕνεκ᾽ αὐτῷ βοηθεῖν. 

This theory of Protagoras is discussed in the dialogue called Thee- 
tetus, ἢ. 152 seq., in a long, but desultory way. 

See Sextus Empiric. Pyrrhonic. Hypol. i. 216-219, et contra Ma- 
thematicos, vii. 60-64. The explanation which Sextus gives of the 
Protagorean doctrine, in the former passage, cannot be derived from 
the treatise of Protagoras himself; since he makes use of the word ὕλη 
in the philosophical sense, which was not adopted until the days of 
Plato and Aristotle. 

It is difficult to make out what Diogenes Laértius states about other 
tenets of Protagoras, and to reconcile them with the doctrine of “man 
being the measure of all things,” as explained by Plato (Diog. Laért. 
ix. 51, 57). 

3 Aristotle (in one of the passages of his Metaphysica—wherein he 
discusses the Protagorean doctrine—x. 1. p. 1053 B.) says that this doc- 
trine comes to nothing more than saying, that man, so far as cognizant, 
or so far as percipient, is the measure of all things; in other words, 
that knowledge, or perception, is the measure of all things. This 
Aristotle says—is trivial, and of no value, though it sounds like some- 
thing of importance—pwraydpas δ᾽ ἄνθρωπόν φησι πάντων εἶναι μέ- 
τρον, ὥσπερ ἂν εἰ τὸν ἐπιστήμονα εἰπὼν ἣ τὸν αἰσθανόμενον᾽' τούτους δ᾽ 
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to that reinforced and guided by the other faculties 
of man, memorial and ratiocinative. And had it 
been even more incorrect than it really is, there 
would be no warrant for those imputations which 
modern authors build upon it, against the morality 
of Protagoras. No such imputations are counte- 
nanced in the discussion which Plato devotes to the 
doctrine: indeed, if the vindication which he sets 
forth against himself on behalf of Protagoras be 
really ascribable to that Sophist, it would give an 
exaggerated importance to the distinction between 
Good and Evil, into which the distinction between 
Truth and Falsehood is considered by the Platonic 
Protagoras as resolvable. The subsequent theories 
of Plato and Aristotle respecting cognition, were 
much more systematic and elaborate, the work of 
men greatly superior in speculative genius to Pro- 
tagoras: but they would not have been what they 
were, had not Protagoras as well as others gone 
before them, with suggestions more partial and im- 
perfect. . 
ὅτι ἔχουσιν ὃ μὲν αἴσθησιν ὁ δὲ ἐπιστήμην ἅ φαμεν εἶναι μέτρα τῶν ὑπο- 
κειμένων. Οὐθὲν δὴ λέγων περιττὸν φαίνεται τι λέγειν. 

It appears to me that to insist upon the essentially relative nature of 
cognizable truth, was by no means a trivial or unimportant doctrine, as 
Aristotle pronounces it to be; especially when we compare it with the 


unmeasured conceptions of the objects and methods of scientific research, 
which were so common in the days of Protagoras. 

Compare Metaphysic. iii. 5. p. 1008, 1009, where it will be seen how 
many other thinkers of that day carried the same doctrine seemingly 
further than Protagoras. 

- Protagoras remarked that the observed movements of the heavenly 
bodies did not coincide with that which the astronomers represented 
them to be, and to which they applied their mathematical reasonings. 
This remark was a criticism on the mathematical astronomers of his day 
- ἐλέγχων τοὺς γεωμέτρας (Aristot. Metaph. iii. 2. p.998 A). We know 
too little how far his criticism may have been deserved, to assent to the 
general strictures of Ritter, Gesch. der Phil. vol. i. p. 633. 
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From Gorgias there remains one short essay, 00 


preserved in one of the Aristotelian or Pseudo- 
Aristotelian treatises', on a metaphysical thesis. 
He professes to demonstrate that nothing exists ; 
that if anything exist, it is unknowable ; and grant- 
ing it even to exist and to be knowable by any one 
man, he could never communicate it to others. 
The modern historians of philosophy here prefer 
the easier task of denouncing the scepticism of the 
Sophist, instead of performing the duty incumbent 
on them of explaining his thesis in immediate se- 
quence with the speculations which preceded it. In 
our sense of the words, it is a monstrous paradox : 
but construing them in their legitimate filiation from 
the Eleatic philosophers immediately before him, it 
is a plausible, not to say conclusive, deduction from 
principles which they would have acknowledged®. 
The word Existence, as they understood it, did not 
mean phenomenal, but ultra-phenomenal exist- 
‘ence. They looked upon the phenomena of sense 
as always coming and going—as something essen- 
tially transitory, fluctuating, incapable of being 
surely known, and furnishing at best grounds only 
for conjecture. They searched by cogitation for 
what they presumed to be the really existent Some- 
thing or Substance—the Noumienon, to use a Kan- 
tian phrase—lying behind or under the phenomena, 


1 See the treatise entitled De Melisso, Xenophane, et Gorgidé in Bek- 
ker’s edition of Aristotle’s Works, vol. i. p. 979 seq.; also the same 
treatise with a good preface and comments by Mullach, p. 62 seq.: 
compare Sextus Emp. adv. Mathemat. vii. 65, 87. 

2 See the note of Mullach, on the treatise mentioned in the preceding 
note, p. 72. He shows that Gorgias followed in the steps of Zeno 
and Melissus. 
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which Noumenon they recognised as the only ap- 
propriate subject of knowledge. They discussed 
much (as I have before remarked) whether it was 
One or Many—Noumenon in the singular, or Nou- 
mena in the plural. Now the thesis of Gorgias re- 
lated to this ultra-phenomenal existence, and bore 
closely upon the arguments of Zeno and Melissus, 
the Eleatic reasoners of his elder contemporaries. 
He denied that any such ultra-phenomenal Some- 
thing, or Noumenon, existed, or could be known, 
or could be described. Of this tripartite thesis, 
the first negation was neither more untenable, nor 
less untenable, than that of those philosophers who 
before him had argued for the affirmative: on the 
two last points, his conclusions were neither para- 
doxical nor improperly sceptical, but perfectly just, 
—and have been ratified by the gradual abandon- 
ment, either avowed or implied, of such ultra-phe- 
nomenal researches among the major part of philo- 
sophers. It may fairly be presumed that these 
doctrines were urged by Gorgias for the purpose of 
diverting his disciples from studies which he con- 
sidered as unpromising and fruitless; just as we 
shall find his pupil Isokratés afterwards enforcing 
the same view, discouraging speculations of this 
nature, and recommending rhetorical exercise as 
preparation for the duties of an active citizen'. Nor 
must we forget that Sokratés himself discouraged 
physical speculations even more decidedly than 
either of them. 

If the censures cast upon the alleged scepticism 


} Isokratés De Permutatione, Or. xv. 5. 287; Xenoph. Memorab. 
i. 1, 14. 
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of Gorgias and Protagoras are partly without suffi- 
cient warrant, partly without any warrant at all— 
much more may the same remark be made respect- 
ing the graver reproaches heaped upon their teaching 
on the score of immorality or corruption. It has been 
common with recent German historians of philoso- 
phy to translate from Plato and dress up a fiend called 
‘* Die Sophistik ”’ (Sophistic)—whom they assert 
to have poisoned and demoralised, by corrupt teach- 
ing, the Athenian moral character, so that it became 
degenerate at the end of the Peloponnesian war, 
compared with what it had been in the time of Mil- 
tiadés and Aristeidés. 

Now, in the first place, if the abstraction ‘‘ Die 
Sophistik”’ is to have any definite meaning, we 
ought to have proof that the persons styled Sophists 
had some doctrines, principles, or method, both 
common to them all and distinguishing them from 
others. But such a supposition is untrue: there 
were no such common doctrines, or principles, or 
method, belonging to them; even the name by 
which they are known did not belong to them, any 
more than to Sokratés and others ; they had no- 
thing in common except their profession, as paid 
teachers, qualifying young men ‘‘ to think, speak, 
and act” (these are the words of Isokratés, and 
better words it would not be easy to find) with credit 
to themselves as citizens. Moreover, such com- 
munity of profession did not at that time imply near 
so much analogy of character as it does now, when 
the path of teaching has been beaten into a broad and 
visible high road, with measured distances, and stated 
intervals: Protagoras and Gorgias found predeces- 
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sors indeed, but no binding precedents to copy ; so 
that each struck out more or less a road of his own. 
And accordingly, we find Plato, in his dialogue 
called ‘ Protagoras,’ wherein Protagoras, Prodikus, 
and Hippias, are all introduced—imparting a distinct 
tvpe of character and distinct method to each, not 
without a strong admixture of reciprocal jealousy 
between them ; while Thrasymachus, in the Re- 
public, and Euthydémus, in the dialogue so called, 
are again painted each with colours of his own, dif- 
ferent from all the three above-named. We have 
not the least reason for presuming that Gorgias 
agreed in the opinion of Protagoras—‘‘ Man is the 
measure of all things :’’ and we may infer even from 
Plato himself, that Protagoras would have opposed 
the views expressed by Thrasymachus in the first 
book of the Republic. It is impossible therefore to 
predicate anything concerning doctrines, methods, 
or tendencies, common and peculiar to all the So- 
phists. There were none such ; nor has the abstract 
word—‘‘ Die Sophistik ’’—any real meaning, except 
such qualities (whatever they may be) as are in- 
separable from the profession or occupation of public 
teaching. And if, at present, every candid critic 
would be ashamed to cast wholesale aspersions on 
the entire body of professional teachers—much more 
is such censure unbecoming in reference to the 
ancient Sophists, who were distinguished from each 
other by stronger individual peculiarities. 

If, then, it were true that in the interval between 
480 8.0. and the end of the Peloponnesian war, a 
great moral deterioration had taken place in Athens 
and in Greece generally, we should have to search 


a 
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for some other cause than this imaginary abstraction 


The Athe- 
nian cha- 


called Sophistic. But—-and this is the second point racter was 


——the matter of fact here alleged is as untrue, as the 
cause alleged is unreal. Athens, at the close of the 
Peloponnesian war, was not more corrupt than 
Athens in the days of Miltiadés and Aristeidés. If 
we revert to that earlier period, we shall find that 
scarcely any acts of the Athenian people have drawn 
upon them sharper censure (in my judgment, un- 
merited) than their treatment of these very two 
statesmen ; the condemnation of Miltiadés, and the 
ostracism of Aristeidés. In writing my history of 
that time, far from finding previous historians dis- 
posed to give the Athenians credit for public virtue, 
I have been compelled to contend against a body of 
adverse criticism, imputing to them gross ingratitude 
and injustice. Thus the contemporaries of Miltiadés 
and Aristeidés, when described as matter of present 
history, are presented in anything but flattering co- 
lours ; except their valour at Marathon and Sala- 
mis, which finds one unanimous voice of encomium. 
But when these same men have become numbered 
among the mingled recollections and fancies belong- 
ing to the past—when a future generation comes to 
be present, with its appropriate stock of complaint 
and denunciation—then it is that men find pleasure 
in dressing up the virtues of the past, as a count in 
the indictment against their own contemporaries. 
Aristophanés', writing during the Peloponnesian 
war, denounced the Demos of his day as degenerated 
from the virtue of that Demos which had surrounded 
1 Anstophan. Equit. 1316-1321. 
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Miltiadés and Aristeidés ; while Isokratés', writing 
as an old man between 350-340 B.c., complains in 
like manner of his own time, boasting how much bet- 
ter the state of Athens had been in his youth: which 
period of his youth fell exactly during the life of Ari- 
stophanés, in the last: half of the Peloponnesian war. 

Such illusions ought to impose on no one without 
a careful comparison of facts ; and most assuredly 
that comparison will not bear out the allegation of 
increased corruption and degeneracy, between the 
age of Miltiadés and the end of the Peloponnesian 
war. Throughout the whole of Athenian history, 
there are no acts which attest so large a measure of 
virtue and judgment pervading the whole people, as 
the proceedings after the Four Hundred and after the 
Thirty. Nor do I believe that the contemporaries 
of Miltiadés would have been capable of such he- 
roism ; for that appellation is by no means too large 
for the case. I doubt whether they would have 
been competent to the steady self-denial of retaining 
a large sum in reserve during the time of peace, 
both prior to the Peloponnesian war and after the 
peace of Nikias—or of keeping back the reserve 
fund of 1000 talents, while they were forced to pay 
taxes forthe support of the war—orof acting upon the 
prudent, yet painfully trying, policy recommended 
by Periklés, so as to sustain an annual invasion with- 
out either going out to fight or purchasing peace 
by ignominious concessions. If bad acts such as 
Athens committed during the later years of the 
war, for example, the massacre of the Melian popu- 

! Jsokratés, Or. xv. De Permutation. s. 170. 
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lation, were not done equally by the contemporaries 
of Miltiadés, this did not arise from any superior 
humanity or principle on their part, but from the 
fact that they were not exposed to the like tempta- 
tion, brought upon them by the possession of im- 
perial power. The condemnation of the six generals 
after the battle of Arginusz, if we suppose the same 
conduct on their part to have occurred in 490 B.c., 
would have been decreed more rapidly and more 
unceremoniously than it was actually decreed in 
406 s.c. For at that earlier date there existed no 
psephism of Kannénus, surrounded by prescriptive 
respect—no Graphé Paranomén—no such habits of 
established deference to a Dikastery solemnly sworn, 
with full notice to defendants and full time of de- 
fence measured by the clock—none of those securi- 
ties which a Jong course of democracy had gradually 
worked into the public morality of every Athenian, 
and which (as we sawin a formerchapter) interposed a 
serious barrier to the impulse of the moment, though 
ultimately overthrown by its fierceness. A far less 
violent impulse would have sufficed for the same 
mischief in 490 s.c., when no such barriers existed. 
Lastly, if we want a measure of the appreciating 
sentiment of the Athenian public, towards a strict 
and decorous morality in the narrow sense, in the 
middle of the Peloponnesian war, we have only to 
consider the manner in which they dealt with Nikias. 
I have shown, in describing the Sicilian expedition, 
that the gravest error which the Athenians ever 
committed, that which shipwrecked both their ar- 
mament at Syracuse and their power at home, arose 
from their unmeasured esteem for the respectable 
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and pious Nikias, which blinded them to the grossest 
defects of generalship and public conduct. Disas- 
trous as such misjudgment was, it counts at least as 
a proof that the moral corruption, alleged to have 
been operated in their characters, is a mere fiction. 
Nor let it be supposed that the nerve and resolu- 
tion which once animated the combatants of Mara- 
thon and Salamis, had disappeared in the latter 
years of the Peloponnesian war. On the contrary, 
the energetic and protracted struggle of Athens, 
after the irreparable calamity at Syracuse, forms a 
worthy parallel to her resistance in the time of 
Xerxes, and maintained unabated that distinctive 
attribute which Periklés had set forth as the main 
foundation of her glory—that of never giving way 
before misfortune'. Without any disparagement 
to the armament at Salamis, we may remark that 
the patriotism of the fleet at Samos, which rescued 
Athens from the Four Hundred, was equally devoted 
and more intelligent ; and that the burst of effort, 
which sent a subsequent fleet to victory at Argi- 
nusz, was to the full as strenuous. 

If then we survey the eighty-seven years of Athe- 
nian history, between the battle of Marathon and the 
renovation of the democracy after the Thirty, we 
shall see no ground for the assertion, so often made, 
of increased and increasing moral and political cor- 
ruption. It is my belief that the people had become 
both morally and politically better, ‘and that their 
democracy had worked to their improvement. The 
remark made by Thucydidés, on the occasion of the 


? Thucyd. ii. 64.—yvare δ᾽ ὄνομα μέγιστον αὐτὴν (τὴν πόλι») ἔχουσαν 
ἐν πᾶσιν ἀνθρώποις, διὰ τὸ ταῖς ξυμφοραῖς μὴ εἴκειν. 
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Korkyrzan bloodshed—on the violent and reckless 
political antipathies, arising out of the confluence 
of external warfare with internal party-feud ! — 
wherever else it may find its application, has no 
bearing upon Athens: the proceedings after the 
Four Hundred and after the Thirty prove the con- 
trary. And while Athens may thus be vindicated 
on the moral side, it is indisputable that her popu- 
Jation had acquired a far larger range of ideas and 
capacities than they possessed at the time of the 
battle of Marathon. This indeed is the very mat- 
ter of fact deplored by Aristophanés, and admitted 
by those writers, who, while denouncing the So- 
phists, connect such enlarged range of ideas with the 
dissemination of the pretended sophistical poison. 
In my judgment, not only the charge against the 
Sophists as poisoners, but even the existence of such 
poison in theAthenian system, deserves nothing less 
than an emphatic denial. 

Let us examine again the names of these profes- 
sional teachers, beginning with Prodikus, one of the 
most renowned. Who is there that has not read the 
well-known fable called ‘‘ The Choice of Hercules,” 
which is to be found in every book professing to 
collect impressive illustrations of elementary mo- 


1 Thucydidés (iii. 82) specifies very distinctly the cause to which he 
ascribes the bad consequences which he depicts. He makes no allusion 
to Sophists or sophistical teaching; though Brandis (Gesch. der Gr. 
Rom. Philos. i. p. 518. not. f.) drags in “‘the sophistical spirit of the 
statesmen of that time,”’ as if it were the cause of the mischief, and as 
if it were to be found in the speeches of Thucydidés, i. 76. v. 105. 

There cannot be a more unwarranted assertion; nor can a learned 
man like Brandis be ignorant, that such words as ‘the sophistical 
spirit’ (Der sophistische Geist) are understood by a modern reader in 
a sense totally different from its true Athenian sense. 
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rality? Who does not know that its express purpose 
is, to kindle the imaginations of vouth in favour of 
a life of labour for noble objects, and against a life 
of indulgence? It was the favourite theme on which 
Prodikus lectured, and on which he obtained the 
largest audience’. If it be of striking simplicity 
and effect even to a modern reader, how much more 
powerfully must it have worked upon the audience 
for whose belief it was specially adapted, when set 
off by the oral expansions of its author! Xenophon 
wondered that the Athenian Dikasts dealt with So- 
kratés as a corruptor of youth—Isokratés wondered 
that a portion of the public made the like mistake 
about him—and I confess my wonder to be not less, 
that not only Aristophanés*, but even the modern 
writers on Grecian philosophy, should rank Prodikus 
in the same unenviable catalogue. ‘This is the only 
composition’ remaining from him—indeed the only 
composition remaining from any one of the Sophists, 
excepting the thesis of Gorgias above noticed. It 
served, not merely as a vindication of Prodikus 

' Xenoph. Memor. ii. 1. 21-34.—Kal Πρόδικος δὲ ὁ σοφὸς ἐν τῷ 
συγγράμματι τῷ περὶ Ἡρακλέους, ὅπερ δὴ καὶ πλείστοις ἐπιδεί- 
κνυται, ὡσαύτως περὶ τῆς ἀρετῆς ἀποφαίνεται, &c. 

Xenophon here introduces Sokratés himself as bestowing much praise 
on the moral teaching of Prodikus. 

3 See Fragment iii. of the Ταγηνισταὶ of Aristophanés, Meineke, 
Fragment. Anstoph. p. 1140. 

* Xenophon gives only the substance of Prodikus’s lecture, not his 
exact words. But he gives what may be called the whole substance, so 
that we can appreciate the scope as well as the handling of the author. 
We cannot say the same of an extract given (in the Pseudo-Platonic 
Dialogue Axiochus, c. 7, 8) from a lecture said to have been delivered 
by Prodikus—respecting the miseries of human life pervading all the 
various professions and occupations. It is impossible to make out 


distinctly either how much really belongs to Prodikus, or what was his 
scope and purpose, if any such Iccture was really delivered. 
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against such reproach, but also as a warning against 
implicit confidence in the sarcastic remarks of Plato 
—which include Prodikus as well as the other So- 
phists— and in the doctrines which he puts into the 
mouth of the Sophists generally, in order that So- 
kratés may confute them. The commonest candour 
would teach us, that if a polemical writer of dialogue 
chooses to put indefensible doctrine into the mouth 
of the opponent, we ought to be cautious of con- 
demning the latter upon such very dubious proof. 
Welcker and other modern authors treat Prodi- 
kus as ‘‘ the most innocent” of the Sophists, and 
except him from the sentence which they pass upon 
the class generally. Let us see therefore what Plato 
himself says about the rest of them, and first about 
Protagoras. If it were not the established practice 
with readers of Plato to condemn Protagoras before- 


hand, and to put, upon every passage relating to . 


him, not only a sense as bad as it will bear, but much 
worse than it will fairly bear—they would probably 
carry away very different inferences from the Pla- 
tonic dialogue called by that Sophist’s name, and in 
which he is made to bear a chief part. That dia- 
logue is itself enough to prove that Plato did not 
conceive Protagoras either as a corrupt, or unworthy, 
or incompetent teacher. The course of the dialogue 
exhibits him as not master of the theory of ethics, 
and unable to solve various difficulties with which 
that theory is expected to grapple; moreover, as 
no match for Sokratés in dialectics, which Plato con- 
sidered as the only efficient method of philosophical 
investigation. In so far therefore as imperfect ac- 
quaintance with the science or theory upon which 
VOL. VIII. 2. 
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rality? Who does not know that’ 5p practice, re- 
is, to kindle the imaginatione ’ 
a life of labour for noble ο' 

of indulgence ἢ Itwast’ ond if an expert dialecti- 
Prodikus lectured, ? sed Isokratés or Quintilian, 
largest audience’ .y of teachers past or present, 
and effect even ar cross-exaniination as to the theory 
powerfully τ gching—an ignorance not less manifest 


for whose +” of Protagoras would be brought out. The 


off by eae which Plato sets forth, in so many of his 
wor 68, between precept or practice, accompanied 
) “ull knowledge of the scientific principles from 
gpich it must be deduced, if its rectitude be disputed 
_and unscientific practice, without any such power 
of deduction or defence—is one of the most valua- 
ble portions of his speculations: he exhausts his 
genius to render it conspicuous in a thousand indi- 
rect ways, and to shame his readers, if possible, into 
the loftier and more rational walk of thought. But 
it is one thing to say of a man, that he does not 
know the theory of what he teaches, or of the way 
in which he teaches ; it is another thing to say, that 
he actuallyteaches that which scientific theory would 
not prescribe as the best ; it is a third thing, graver 
than both, to say that his teaching 1s not only below 
the exigences of science, but even corrupt and de- 
moralising. Now of these three points, it is the first 
only which Plato in his dialogue makes out against 
Protagoras: even the second, he neither affirms nor 
insinuates ; and as to the third, not only he never 
glances at it, even indirectly, but the whole tendency 
of the discourse suggests a directly contrary conclu- 
sion. Asif sensible that when an eminent opponent 


giving instruction 
wat extent Protagoras 
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lo be depicted as puzzled and irritated by supe- 
\alectics, it was but common fairness to set 
's distinctive merits also—Plato gives a fable, 
‘itory harangue, from the mouth of Protago- 

_un the question whether virtue is teachable. 

48 harangue is, in my judgment, very striking 
and instructive ; and so it would have been probably 
accounted, if commentators had not read it with a 
pre-established persuasion that whatever came from 
the lips of a Sophist must be either ridiculous or im- 
moral*®, It is the only part of Plato’s works wherein 
any account is rendered of the growth of that float- 
ing, uncertified, self-propagating, body of opinion, 
upon which the cross-examining analysis of Sokratés 
is brought to bear—as will be seen in the following 
chapter. 

Protagoras professes to teach his pupils ‘‘ good 
counsel ”’ in their domestic and family relations, as 
well as how to speak and act in the most effective 
manner for the wealof thecity. Since this comes from 
Protagoras, the commentators of Plato pronounce it 
to be miserable morality : but it coincides, almost to 
the letter, with that which Isokratés describes him- 
self as teaching, a generation afterwards, and sub- 
stantially even with that which Xenophon represents 


1 Plato, Protagoras, p. 320 D. c. 11 et seqg., especially p. 322 D, 
where Protagoras lays it down that no man is fit be member of a social 
community who has not in his bosom both δίκη and αἰδὼς ---[(Παΐ is, a 
sense of reciprocal obligation and right between himself and others— 
and a sensibility to esteem or reproach from others. He lays these 
fundamental attributes down as what a good ethical theory must assume 
or exact in every man. 

3 Of the unjust asperity and contempt with which the Platonic com- 
mentators treat the Sophists, see a specimen in Ast, Ueber Platons 
Leben und Schriften, p. 70, 71— where he comments on Protagoras and 
this fable. 

21,2 
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Sokratés as teaching: nor is it easy to set forth, in 
a few words, a larger scheme of practical duty’. 
And if the measure of practical duty, which Prota- 


1 Protagoras says—Td δὲ μάθημά ἐστιν, εὐβουλία περί re τῶν οἰκείων 
ὅπως ἂν ἄριστα τὴν αὐτοῦ οἰκίαν διοικοῖ, καὶ περὶ τῶν τῆς πόλεως, ὅπως 
τὰ τῆς πόλεως δυνατώτατος εἴη καὶ πράττειν καὶ λέγειν. (Plato, Pro- 
tagoras, c. 9. p. 318 E.) 

A similar description of the moral teaching of Protagoras and the 
other Sophists, yet comprising a still larger range of duties, towards 
parents, friends, and fellow-citizens in their private capacities—is given 
in Plato, Meno. p. 91 B, E. 

Isokratés describes the education which he wished to convey almost 
in the same words—Tovs τὰ τοιαῦτα μανθάνοντας καὶ μελετῶντας ἐξ ὧν 
καὶ τὸν ἴδιον οἶκον καὶ τὰ κοινὰ τὰ τῆς πόλεως καλῶς διοικήσουσιν, ὥνπερ 
ἕνεκα καὶ πονητέον καὶ φιλοσοφητέον καὶ πάντα πρακτέον ἐστί (Or. xv. 
De Permutat. 5. 304: compare 289). 

Xenophon also describes, almost in the same words, the teaching of 
Sokratés. Kriton and others sought the society of Sokratés, οὐκ wa 
δημηγορικοὶ ἣ δικανικοὶ γένοιντο, ἀλλ᾽ ἵνα καλοί τε κἀγαθοὶ γενόμενοι, καὶ 
οἴκῳ καὶ οἰκέταις καὶ οἰκείοις καὶ φίλοις καὶ πόλει καὶ πολίταις δύναιντο 
καλῶς χρῆσθαι (Memor. i. 2,48). Again, i. 2, 64---Φανερὸς ἦν Σωκράτης 
τῶν συνόντων τοὺς πονηρὰς ἐπιθυμίας ἔχοντας, τούτων μὲν παύων, τῆς δε 
καλλίστης καὶ μεγαλοπρεπεστάτης ἀρετῆς, ἡ πόλεις τε καὶ 
οἴκοι εὖ οἰκοῦσι, προτρέπων ἐπιθυμεῖν. Compare also i.6,15; n. 1,19; 
iv. 1, 2; iv. 5, 10. 

When we perceive how much analogy Xenophon establishes—so far 
as regards practical precept, apart from theory or method—between 
Sokratés, Protagoras, Prodikus, &c., it is difficult to justify the repre- 
sentations of the commentators respecting the Sophists: see Stallbaum, 
Proleg. ad Platon. Menon. p. 8. “ Etenim virtutis nomen, cum propter 
ambitis magnitudinem valde esset ambiguum et obscurum, Sophiste 
interpretabantur sic, ut, missa verse honestatis et probitatis vi, unice de 
prudentié civili ac domestica cogitari vellent, eoque modo totam vir- 
tutem ad callidum quoddam utilitatis vel privatim vel publice con- 
aequende arttfictum revocarent.”’...... “Pervidit hance opintonis tsitus 
perversitatem, ejusque turpitudinem intimo sensit pectore, vir sanctis- 
simi animi, Socrates, &c.” Stallbaum speaks to the same purpose ἴῃ 
his Prolegomena to the Protagoras, Ὁ. 10,11; and to the Euthydemus, 
p. 21, 22. 

Those who, like these censors on the Sophists, think it base to re- 
commend virtuous conduct by the mutual security and comfort which 
it procures to all parties, must be prepared to condemn on the same 
ground a large portion of what is said by Sokratés throughout the Me- 
morabilia of Xenophon, Μὴ καταφρόνει τῶν οἰκονομικῶν ἀνδρῶν, &c. 
(iii. 4. 12): see also his Gconomic. xi. 10. 
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goras devoted himself to teach, was thus serious 
and extensive, even the fraction of theory assigned 
to him in his harangue, includes some points better 
than that of Plato himself. For Plato seems to have 
conceived the Ethical End, to each individual, as 
comprising nothing more than his own permanent 
happiness and moral health; and in this very dia- 
logue, he introduces*Sokratés as maintaining virtue 
to consist only in a right calculation of a man’s own 
personal happiness and misery. But here we find 
Protagoras speaking in a way which implies a larger, 
and in my opinion, a juster, appreciation of the 
Ethical End, as including not only reference to a 
man’s own happiness, but also obligations towards 
the happiness of others. Without at all agreeing 
in the harsh terms of censure which various critics 
pronounce upon that theory which Sokratés is made 
to set forth in the Platonic Protagoras, I consider 
his conception of the Ethical End essentially nar- 
row and imperfect, not capable of being made to 
serve as basis for deduction of the best ethical pre- 
cepts. Yet such is the prejudice with which the 
history of the Sophists has been written, that the 
commentators on Plato accuse the Sophists of having 
originated what they ignorantly term ‘‘ the base 
theory of utility,” here propounded by Sokratés 
himself; complimenting the latter on having set 
forth those larger views which in this dialogue be- 
long only to Protagoras'. 


1 Stallbaum, Prolegomena ad Platonis Menonem, p.9. ‘“‘ Etenim 
Sophiste, quum virtutis exercitationem et ad utilitates externas refer- 
rent, et facultate quidam atque consuetudine ejus, quod utile videretur, 
reperiendi, absolvi statuerent—Socrates ipse, rejectA utilitatis turpitu- 
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Hippias of So far as concerns Protagoras, therefore, the evi- 


Lt repre. dence of Plato himself may be produced to show 


sented by 
Plato. dine, vim naturainque virtutis unice ad id quod bonum honestumque est, 


revocavit ; voluitque esse in eo, ut quis recti bonique sensu ac scientid 
polleret, ad quam tanquam ad certissimam normam atque regulam ac- 
tiones suas omnes dirigeret atque poneret.”’ 

Whoever will compare this criticism with the Protagoras of Plato, 
ce. 36, 37—especially p. 357 B.—wherein Sokratés identifies good with 
pleasure and evil with pain, and wherein he considers right conduct to 
consist in justly calculating the items of pleasure and pain une agamst 
the other—1 μετρητικὴ réxyy—will be astonished how a critic on Plato 
could write what is above cited. I am aware that there are other parts 
of Plato’s dialogues in which he maintains a doctrine different from that 
just alluded to. Accordingly Stallbaum (in his Prolegomena to the Pro- 
tagoras, p. 30) contends that Plato is here setting forth a doctrine not 
his own, but is reasoning on the principles of Protagoras, for the pur- 
pose of entrapping and confounding him—‘‘ Que hic de fortitudine 
disseruntur, ea item cavendum est ne protenus pro decretis mere Plato- 
nicis habeantur. Disputat enim Socrates pleraque omnia ad mentem 
ipsius Protagoree, ita quidem ut eum per suam ipsius rationem in frau- 
dem et errorem inducat.” 

I am happy to be able to vindicate Plato against the disgrace of so 
dishonest a spirit of argumentation as that which Stallbaum ascribes to 
him. Plato most certainly does not reason here upon the doctrines or 
principles of Protagoras ; for the latter begins by positively denying the 
doctrine, and is only brought to admit it in a very qualified manner— 
ς. 35. p. 351 Ὁ. He says in reply to the question of Sokratés—Ovx 
οἶδα ἁπλῶς οὕτως, ὡς σὺ ἐρωτᾷς, el ἐμοὶ ἀποκριτέον ἐστὶν, ὡς ra ἡδέα re 
ἀγαθά ἐστιν ἅπαντα καὶ τὰ ἀνιαρὰ κακά" ἀλλὰ μοι δοκεῖ οὐ μόνον πρὸς τὴν 
νῦν ἀπόκρισιν ἐμοὶ ἀσφαλέστερον εἶναι ἀποκρίνασθαι, ἀλλὰ καὶ πρὸς 
πάντα τὸν ἄλλον βίον τὸν ἐμὸν, ὅτι ἐστὶ μὲν ἃ τῶν ἡδέων οὔκ ἐστιν 
ἀγαθὰ ἐστὶ δὲ αὖ καὶ ἃ τῶν ἀνιαρῶν οὔκ ἐστι κακὰ, ἐστὶ δὲ ἅ ἐστι, καὶ 
τρίτον ἃ οὐδέτερα, οὔτε κακὰ οὔτ᾽ ἀγαθά. 

There is something peculiarly striking in this appeal of Protagoras to 
his whole past life, as rendering it impossible for him to admit what he 
evidently looked upon as a base theory, as Stallbaum pronounces it to 
be. Yet the latter actually ventures to take it away from Sokratés, 
who not only propounds it confidently, but reasons it out in a clear and 
forcible manner—and of fastening it on Protagoras, who first disclaims 
it and then only admits it under reserve! I deny the theory to be dase, 
though I think it an imperfect theory of ethics. But Stallbaum, who 
calls it so, was bound to be doubly careful in looking into his proof be- 
fore he ascribed it to any one. What makes the case worse, is that he 
fastens it not only on Protagoras, but on the Sophists collectively, by 
that monstrous fiction which treats them as a doctrinal sect. 


™S 
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that he was not a corrupt teacher, but a worthy 
companion of Prodikus ; worthy also of that which 
we know him to have enjoyed—the society and 
conversation of Periklés. Let us now examine what 
Plato says about a third Sophist—Hippias of Elis ; 
who figures both in the dialogue called ‘ Protagoras,’ 
and in two distinct dialogues known by the titles of 
‘Hippias Major and Minor.’ Hippias is represented 
as distinguished for the wide range of his accom- 
plishments, of which in these dialogues he ostenta- 
tiously boasts. He could teach astronomy, geo- 
metry, and arithmetic—which subjects Protagoras 
censured him for enforcing too much upon his pu- 
pils ; so little did these Sophists agree in any one 
scheme of doctrine or education. Besides this, he 
was a poet, a musician, an expositor of the poets, 
and a lecturer with a large stock of composed matter 
—on subjects moral, political, and even legendary— 
treasured up in avery retentive memory. Hewasa 
citizen muchemployed asenvoy byhisfellow-citizens : 
to crown all, his manual dexterity was such that he 
professed to have made with his own hands all the 
attire and ornaments which he wore on his person. 
If, as is sufficiently probable, he was a vain and 
ostentatious man—defects not excluding an useful 
and honourable career—we must at the same time 
give him credit for a variety of acquisitions such as 
to explain a certain measure of vanity'. The style 
in which Plato handles Hippias is very different 


1 See about Hippias, Plato, Protagoras, c. 9. p.318 E.; Stallbaum, 
Prolegom. ad Platon. Hipp. Maj. p. 147 seg.; Cicero, de Orator. iii. 33 ; 
Plato, Hipp. Minor, c. 10. p. 368 B. 
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from that in which he treats Protagoras. It is full 
of sneer and contemptuous banter, insomuch that 
even Stallbaum’, after having repeated a great many 
times that this was a vile Sophist who deserved no 
better treatment, is forced to admit that the petu- 
lance is carried rather too far, and to suggest that 
the dialogue must have been a juvenile work of 
Plato. Be this as it may, amidst so much un- 
friendly handling, not only we find no imputation 
against Hippias of having preached a low or corrupt 
morality, but Plato inserts that which furnishes 
good, though indirect, proof of the contrary. For 
Hippias is made to say that he had already de- 
livered, and was about to deliver again, a lecture 
composed by himself with great care, wherein he 
enlarged upon the aims and pursuits which a young 
man ought to follow. The scheme of his discourse 
was, that after the capture of Troy, the youthful 
Neoptolemus was introduced as asking the advice 
of Nestor about his own future conduct ; in reply to 
which, Nestor sets forth to him what was the plan of 
life incumbent on a young man of honourable aspira- 
tions, and unfolds to him the full details of regu- 
lated and virtuous conduct by which it ought to be 
filled up’. The selection of two such names, among 
the most venerated in all Grecian legend, as monitor 
and pupil, is a stamp clearly attesting the vein of 
sentiment which animated the composition. . Mo- 
rality preached by Nestor for the edification of Ne- 
optolemus, might possibly be too high for Athenian 


' Stallbaum, Proleg. ad Plat. Hipp. Maj. p. 150. 
2 Plato, Hippias Major, p. 286 A. B. 
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practice ; but most certainly it would not err on the 
side of corruption, selfishness, or over-indulgence. 
We may fairly presume that this discourse com- 
posed by Hippias would not be unwortby, in spirit 
and purpose, to be placed by the side of ‘ The Choice 
of Hercules,’ nor its author by that of Prodikus as 
a moral teacher. 


The dialogue entitled ‘Gorgias’ in Plato, is carried Go 


rgias 
Pélus, and: 


on by Sokratés with three different persons one after Kallikiés. 


the other—Gorgias, Pélus, and Kalliklés. Gorgias 
(of Leontini in Sicily), as a rhetorical teacher, ac- 
quired greater celebrity than any man of his time, 
during the Peloponnesian war : his abundant powers 
of illustration, his florid ornaments, his artificial 
structure of sentences distributed into exact anti- 
thetical fractions—all spread a new fasbion in the 
art of speaking, which for the time was very popular, 
but afterwards became discredited. If the line could 
be clearly drawn between rhetors and sophists, Gor- 
gias ought rather to be ranked with the former'. 
In the conversation with Gorgias, Sokratés exposes 
the fallacy and imposture of rhetoric and rhetorical 
teaching, as cheating an ignorant audience into per- 
suasion without knowledge, and as framed to satisfy 
the passing caprice, without any regard to the per- 
manent welfare and improvement of the people. 
Whatever real inculpation may be conveyed in these 
arguments against a rbetorical teacher, Gorgias must 
bear in common with Isokratés and Quintilian, and 
under the shield of Aristotle. But save and ex- 
cept rhetorical teaching, no dissemination of cor- 
rupt morality is ascribed to him by Plato ; who in- 


1 Plato, Menon, p- 95 A.; Foss, De Gorgié Leontino, p. 27 seq. 
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deed treats hlm with a degree of respect which sur- 
prises the commentators’. 

The tone of the dialogue changes materially when 
it passes to Pélus and Kalliklés, the former of whom 
is described as a writer on rhetoric, and probably a 
teacher also*. There is much insolence in Pélus, 
and no small asperity inSokratés. Yet the former 
maintains no arguments which justify the charge of 
immorality against himself or his fellow-teachers: 
He defends the tastes and sentiments common to 
every man in Greece, and shared even by the most 
estimable Athenians—Periklés, Nikias, and Aristo- 
kratés* ; while Sokratés prides himself on standing 
absolutely alone, and having no support except from 
his irresistible dialectics, whereby he is sure of ex- 
torting reluctant admission from his adversary. 
How far Sokratés may be right, I do not now in- 
quire: it is sufficient that Pdlus, standing as he 
does amidst company at once so numerous and so 
irreproachable, cannot be fairly denounced as a poi- 
soner of the youtbful mind, 

Pélus presently hands over the dialogue to Kal- 
liklés, who is here represented, doubtless, as laying 
down doctrines openly and avowedly anti-social. He 
distinguishes between the law of nature and the law 


‘ 1 See the observations of Groen van Prinsterer and Stallbaum— 
Stallbaum ad Platon. Gorg. c. 1. 

2 Plato, Gorgias, c. 17. p. 462 B. 

8 Plato, Gorgias, c. 27. p. 472 A. Καὶ νῦν (say Sokratés) περὶ ὧν 
σὺ λέγεις ὀλίγον σοι πάντες συμφήσουσι ταῦτα ᾿Αθηναῖοι καὶ ξένοι--- 
μαρτυρήσουσί σοι, ἐὰν μὲν βούλῃ, Νικίας ὁ Νικηράτου καὶ οἱ ἀδελφοὶ per’ 
αὐτοῦ---ἐὰν δὲ βούλῃ, ᾿Αριστοκράτης ὁ Σκελλίου---ἐὰν δὲ βούλῃ, ἡ Περι- 
κλέους ὅλη οἰκία, ἣ ἄλλη συγγένεια, ἥντινα ἂν βούλῃ τῶν ἔνθαδε ἐκλέ.- 
ξασθαι. ᾿Αλλ᾽ ἐγώ σοι εἷς ὧν οὐχ ὁμολογώ...... Ἐγὼ δὲ ἂν μὴ σὲ 
αὐτὸν ἕνα ὄντα μάρτυρα παράσχωμαι ὁμολογοῦντα περὶ ὧν λέγω, οὐδὲν 


οἶμαι ἄξιον λόγου μοι πεπεράνθαι περὶ ὧν ἂν ἡμῖν ὁ λόγος 7. 
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(both written and unwritten, for the Greek word 
substantially includes both) of society. According 
to the law of nature (Kalliklés says) the strong man 
—the better or more capable man—puts forth his 
strength to the full for his own advantage, without 
limit or restraint ; overcomes the resistance which 
weaker men are able to offer ; and seizes for himself 
as much as he pleases of the matter of enjoyment. 
He has no occasion to restrain any of bis appetites 
or desires ; the more numerous and pressing they - 
are, so much the better for him—since his power 
affords him the means of satiating them all. The 
many, who have the misfortune to be weak, must be 
content with that which he leaves them, and sub- 
mit to it as best they can. This (Kalliklés says) is 
what actually happens in a state of nature—this is 
what is accounted just, as is evident by the practice 
of independent communities, not included in one 
common political society, towards each other—this 
is justice, by nature, or according to the law of 
nature. But when men come into society, all this 
isreversed. The majority of individuals know very 
well that they are weak, and that their only chance 
of security or comfort consists in establishing laws 
to restrain this strong man, reinforced by a moral 
sanction of praise and blame devoted to the same 
general end. They catch him like a young lion 
whilst bis mind is yet tender, and fascinate him by 
talk and training into a disposition conformable to 
that measure and equality which the law enjoins. 
Here, then, is justice according to the law of society ; 
a factitious system built up by the many for their own 
protection and happiness, to the subversion of the 


524 HISTORY OF GREECE. [Paar II. 


law of nature, which arms the strong man with a 
right to encroachment and license. Let a fair op- 
portunity occur, and the favourite of Nature will be 
seen to kick off his harness, tread down the laws, 
break through the magic circle of opinion around 
him, and stand forth again as lord and master of the 
many ; regaining that glorious position which nature 
has assigned to him as his right. Justice by nature 
—and justice by law and society—are thus, accord- 
ing to Kalliklés, not only distinct, but mutually 
contradictory. He accuses Sokratés of having 
jumbled the two together in his argument’. 

It has been contended by many authors that this 
anti-social reasoning (true enough, in so far as it 
states simple? matter-of-fact and probability—im- 
moral, in so far as it erects the power of the strong 
man into a right ; and inviting many comments, if 
I could find a convenient place for them) represents 
the morality commonly and publicly taught by the 
persons called Sophists at Athens’, I deny this asser- 


1 This doctrine asserted by Kalliklés will be found in Plato, Gorgias, 
ς. 39, 40. p. 483, 484. 

3 See the same matter-of-fact strongly stated by Sokratés in the Me- 
morab. of Xenophon, u. 1, 13. 

* Schleiermacher (in the Prolegomena to his translation of the Thex- 
tetus, p. 183) represents that Plato intended to refute Aristippus in the 
person of Kalliklés; which supposition he sustains by remarking that 
Aristippus affirmed that there was no such thing as justice by nature, 
but only by law and convention. But the affirmation of Kalliklés is 
the direct contrary of that which Schleiermacher ascribes to Aristippus. 
Kalliklés not only does not deny justice by nature, but affirms it in the 
most direct manner—explains what it is, that it consists in the right of 
the strongest man to make use of his strength without any regard to 
others—and puts it above the justice of law and society, in respect to 
authority. 

Ritter and Brandis are yet more incorrect in their accusations of the 
Sophists, founded upon this same doctrine. The former says (p. 581) 
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tion emphatically. Even if I had no other evidence 
to sustain my denial, except what has been already 
extracted, from the unfriendly writings of Plato 
himself, respecting Protagoras and Hippias—with 
what we know from Xenophon about Prodikus—I 
should consider my case made out as vindicating 
the Sophists generally from such an accusation. If 
refutation to the doctrine of Kalliklés were needed, 
it would be obtained quite as efficaciously from Pro- 
dikus and Protagoras as from Sokratés and Plato. 

But this is not the strongest part of the vindi- 
cation. 

First, Kalliklés himself is not a Sophist, nor re- 
presented by Plato as such. He is a young Athe- 
nian citizen, of rank and station, belonging to the 
deme Acharne; he is intimate with other young 
men of condition in the city, has recently entered 
into active political life, and bends his whole soul 


—“ ‘It is affirmed as a common tenet of the Sophists—there is no right 
by nature, but only by convention :” compare Brandis, p. 521. The 
very passages to which these writers refer, as far as they prove anything, 
prove the contrary of what they assert: and Preller actually imputes 
the contrary tenet to the Sophists (Histor. Philosoph. c. 4. p. 130, 
Hamburgh 1838) with just as little authority. Both Ritter and Brandis 
charge the Sophists with wickedness for this alleged tenet—for denying 
that there was any right by nature, and allowing no right except by 
convention; a doctrine which had been maintained before them by 
Archelaus (Diogen. Laért. ii. 16). Now Plato (Legg. x. p. 889), whom 
these writers refer to, charges certain wise men—oogovts ἰδιώτας τε καὶ 
ποιητὰς (he does not mention Sophists)—with wickedness, but on the 
ground directly opposite; because they did acknowledge a right by na- 
ture, of greater authority than the right laid down by the legislator; 
and because they encouraged pupils to follow this supposed right of 
nature, disobeying the law; interpreting the nght of nature as Kalli- 
klés does in the Gorgias ! 

Teachers are thus branded as wicked men by Ritter and Brandis, for 
the negative, and by Plato (if he here means the Sophists), for the 
affirmative doctrine. 
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towards it; he disparages philosophy, and speaks 
with utter contempt about the Sophists'. If then 
it were even just (which I do not admit) to infer 
from opinions put into the mouth of one Sophist, 
that the same were held by another or by all of 
them—it would not be the less unjust to draw the 
like inference from opinions professed by one who 
is not a Sophist, and who despises the whole pro- 
fession. 
The doc- Secondly, if any man will read attentively the 
into his course of the dialogue, he will see that the doctrine 
mouth ver of Kalliklés is such as no one dared publicly to 
have been propound. So it is conceived both by Kalliklés 
inany himself, and by Sokratés. The former first takes 
public lec- . . . 
tureamong up the conversation by saying that his predecessor 
the Athe- Pélus had become entangled in a contradiction, be- 
cause he had not courage enough openly to announce 
an unpopular and odious doctrine ; but he (Kalli- 
klés) was less shamefaced, and would speak out 
boldly that doctrine which others kept to themselves 
for fear of shocking the hearers. ‘‘ Certainly (says 
Sokratés to him) your audacity is abundantly shown 
by the doctrine which you have just laid down— 
you set forth plainly that which other people think, 


but do not choose to utter®.””. Now, opinions of 


1 Plato, Gorgias, c. 37. p. 481 D; c.41.p. 485 B, D; c. 42. p. 487 C; 
c. 50. p. 495 B; c. 70. p. 515 A. σὺ μὲν αὐτὸς ἄρτι ἄρχει πράττειν τὰ 
τῆς πόλεως πράγματα : compare c. 55. p.500C. His contempt for the 
Sophists, c. 75. p. 519 E, with the note of Heindorf. 

2 Plato, Gorgias, c. 38. p. 482 E. ἐκ ταύτης γὰρ αὖ τῆς ὁμολογίας 
αὐτὸς ὑπὸ σοῦ συμποδισθεὶς ἐν τοῖς λόγοις ἐπεστομίσθη (Polus), ai- 
σχυνθεὶς ἃ ἐνόει εἰπεῖν" σὺ γὰρ τῷ ὄντι, ὦ Σώκρατες, εἰς τοιαῦτα 
ἄγεις φορτικὰ καὶ δημηγορικὰ, φάσκων τὴν ἀλήθειαν διώκειν...... ἐὰν οὖν 
τις αἰσχύνηται καὶ μὴ τολμᾷ λέγειν ἅπερ νοεῖ, ἀναγκάζεται ἐνάν- 
τια λέγειν. 

Καὶ μὴν (says Sokratés to Kalliklés, c. 42. p. 487 D.) ὅτι γε οἷος εἶ 
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which Pélus, an insolent young man, was afraid to 
proclaim himself the champion, must have been re- 
volting indeed to the sentiments of hearers. How 
then can any reasonable man believe, that such 
opinions were not only openly propounded, but se- 
riously inculcated as truth upon audiences of youth- 
ful bearers, by the Sophists? We know that the 
teaching of the latter was public in the highest 
degree ; publicity was pleasing as well as profitable 
to them; among the many disparaging epithets 
heaped upon them, ostentation and vanity are two 
of the most conspicuous. Whatever they taught, 
they taught publicly ; and I contend, with full con- 
viction, that had they even agreed with Kalliklés 
in this opinion, they could neither have been suf- 
ficiently audacious, nor sufficiently their own ene- 
mies, to make it a part of their public teaching ; 
but would have acted like Pélus, and kept the 
doctrine to themselves. 

Thirdly, this latter conclusion will be rendered 
doubly certain, when we consider of what city we 
are now speaking. Of all places in the world, the 
democratical Athens is the last in which the doc- 
trine advanced by Kalliklés could possibly have 
been professed by a public teacher; or even by 
Kalliklés himself, in any public meeting. It is un- 
necessary to remind the reader how profoundly de- 


παῤῥησιάζεσθαι καὶ μὴ αἰσχύνεσθαι, αὐτός τε dys, καὶ ὁ λόγος, ὃν 
ὄλιγον πρότερον ἔλεγες, ὁμολογεῖ σοι. Again, c. 47. p. 492 D. Οὐκ 
ἀγεννῶς γε, ὦ Καλλικλεῖς, ἐπεξέρχει τῷ λόγῳ παῤῥησιαζόμενος" σαφῶς 
γὰρ σὺ νῦν λέγεις ἃ οἱ ἄλλοι διανοοῦνται μὲν, λέγειν δὲ οὐκ 
ἐθέλουσι. 

Again, from Kalliklés—8 ἐγώ σοι νῦν παῤῥησιαζόμενος λέγω--- 
ce. 46. p. 49] E. 
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mocratical was the sentiment and morality of the 
Athenians—how much they loved their laws, their 
constitution, and their political equality—how jea- 
lous their apprehension was of any nascent or 
threatening despotism. All this is not simply ad- 
mitted, but even exaggerated, by Mr. Mitford, 
Wachsmuth, and other anti-democratical writers, 
who often draw from it materials for their abundant 
censures. Now the very point which Sokratés (in this 
dialogue, called ‘ Gorgias’) seeks to establish against 
Kalliklés, against the Rhetors, and against the So- 
phists,—is, that they courted, flattered, and truckled 
to the sentiment of the Athenian people, with de- 
grading subservience ; that they looked to the im- 
mediate gratification simply, and not to permanent 
moral improvement of the people—that they had 
not courage to address to them any unpalatable 
truths, however salutary, but would shift and mo- 
dify opinions in every way so as to escape giving 
offence '—that no man who put himself prominently 
forward at Athens had any chance of success, un- 
less he became moulded and assimilated, from the 
_ core, to the people and their type of sentiment*. 

1 This quality is imputed by Sokratés to Kalliklés in a remarkable 
passage of the Gorgias, c. 37. p. 481 D, E, the substance of which is 
thus stated by Stallbaum in his note—“ Carpit Socrates Callichs levi- 
tatem, mobili populi turbe nunquam non blandientis et adulantis.” 

It is one of the main points of Sokratés in the dialogue, to make out 
that the practice (for be will not call it an art) of Sophists, as well as 
Rhetors, aims at nothing but the immediate gratification of the people, 
without any regard to their ultimate or durable benefit—that they are 
branches of the widely-extended knack of flattery (Gorgias, c. 19. p. 464 
D; c. 20. p. 465 C; c. 56. p. 501 C; ς. 75. p. 520 B). 

2 Plato, Gorgias, c. 68. p. 513. Οὐ yap μιμητὴν δεῖ εἶναι, ἀλλ᾽ αὐτο- 


φυῶς ὅμοιον τούτοις, εἰ μέλλεις τι γνήσιον ἀπεργάζεσθαι eis φιλίαν rp | 
᾿Αθηναίων δήμῳ...... “Ὅστις οὖν σε τούτοις ὁμοιότατον ἀπεργάσεται, οὗτός 
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Granting such charges to be true, how is it con- 
ceivable that any Sophist, or any Rhetor, could 
venture to enforce upon an Athenian public au- 
dience the doctrine laid down by Kalliklés? To 
tell such an audience—‘‘ Your laws and institutions 
are all violations of the law of nature, contrived to 
disappoint the Alkibiadés or Napoleon among you 
of his natural right to become your master, and to 
deal with you petty men as his slaves. All your 
unnatural precautions, and conventional talk, in 
favour of legality and equal dealing, will turn out to 
be nothing better than pitiful impotence’, as soon 
as he finds a good opportunity of standing forward 
in his full might and energy—so as to put you into 
your proper places, and show you what privileges 
Nature intends for her favourites !’’ Conceive such 
a doctrine propounded by a lecturer to assembled 
Athenians! A doctrine just as revolting to Nikias 
as to Kleon, and which even Alkibiadés would be 
forced to affect to disapprove ; since it is not simply 
anti-popular—not simply despotic—but the drunken 
extravagance of despotism. The Great man as de- 
picted by Kalliklés stands in the same relation to 
ordinary mortals, as Jonathan Wild the Great in 
the admirable parody of Fielding. 

That Sophists, whom Plato accuses of slavish 
flattery to the democratical ear, should gratuitously 
insult it by the proposition of such tenets—is an 88- 


σε ποιήσει, ὡς ἐπιθυμεῖς πολιτικὸς εἶναι, πολιτικὸν καὶ ῥητορικόν' τῷ 
αὐτῶν γὰρ ἤθει λεγομένων τῶν λόγων ἕκαστοι χαίρουσι, τῳ δὲ ἀλλο- 
τρίῳ ἄχθονται. 

1 Plato, Gorgias, c. 46. p. 492 C (the words of Kalliklés). Τὰ δὲ ἄλλα 
ταῦτ᾽ ἐστὶ τὰ καλλωπίσματα, Ta παρὰ φύσιν ξυνθήματα, ἀνθρώπων Prva 
αρία καὶ οὐδενὸς ἄξια. 

VOL. VIII. 2M 
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sertion not merely untrue, but utterly absurd. Even 
as to Sokratés, we know from Xenophon how much 
the Athenians were offended with him,and how much 
it was urged by the accusers on his trial, that in his 
conversations he was wont to cite with peculiar re- 
lish the description (in the second book of the Iliad) 
of Odysseus following the Grecian crowd when run- 
ning away from the agora to get on ship-board, and 
prevailing upon them to come back—by gentlewords 
addressed to the chiefs, but by blows of his stick, 
accompanied with contemptuous reprimand, to the 
common people. The indirect evidence thus afforded 
that Sokratés countenanced unequal dealing and ill- 
usage towards the Many, told much against him in 
the minds of the Dikasts. What would they have 
felt then towards aSophist who publicly professed the 
political morality of Kalliklés? The truth is—not 
only was it impossible that any such morality, or any 
thing of the same type even much diluted, could find 
its way into the educational lectures of professors at 
Athens,—but the fear would be in the opposite di- 
rection. If the Sophist erred in either way, it would 
be in that which Sokratés imputes—by making his 
lectures over-democratical. Nay, if we suppose any 
opportunity to have arisen of discussing the doctrine 
of Kalliklés, he would hardly omit to flatter the ears 
of the surrounding democrats by enhancing the 
beneficent results of legality and equal dealing, and 
by denouncing this ‘‘ natural despot” or undisclosed 
Napoleon as one who must either take his place 
under such restraints, or find a place in some other 
city. 

I have thus shown, even from Plato himself, that 
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the doctrine ascribed to Kalliklés neither did enter, 
nor could have entered, into the lectures of a So- 
phist or professed teacher. The same conclusion 
may be maintained respecting the doctrine of Thra- 
symachus in the first book of the ‘ Republic.’ Thra- 
symachus was a rhetorical teacher, who had devised 
precepts respecting the construction of an oration 
and the training of young men for public speaking. 
It is most probable that he confined himself, like 
Gorgias, to this department, and that he did not 
profess to give moral lectures, like Protagoras and 
Prodikus. But granting him to have given such, 
he would not talk about justice in the way in which 
Plato makes him talk, if he desired to give any satis- 
faction to an Athenian audience. The mere bru- 
tality and ferocious impudence of demeanour, even 
to exaggeration, with which Plato invests him—is in 
itself a strong proof that the doctrine, ushered in 
with such a preface, was not that of a popular and 
acceptable teacher, winning favour in public audi- 
ences. He defines justice to be ‘‘ the interest of the 
superior power ; that rule, which, in every society, 
the dominant power prescribes, as being for its own 
advantage.’’ A man is just (he says) for the advan- 
tage of another, not for his own: he is weak, can- 
not help himself, and must submit to that which the 
stronger authority, whether: despot, oligarchy, or 
commonwealth, commands. 

This theory is essentially different from the doc- 
trine of Kalliklés, as set forth a few pages back ; 
for Thrasymachus does not travel out of society to 
insist upon anterior rights dating from a supposed 
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state of nature—he takes societies as he finds them, 
recognizing the actual governing authority of each 
as the canon and constituent of justice or injustice. 
Stallbaum and otherwriters haveincautiously treated 
the two theories as if they were the same ; and with 
something even worse than want of caution, while 
they pronounce the theory of Thrasymachus to be 
detestably immoral, announce it as having been 
propounded not by him only, but by The Sophists— 
thus, in their usual style, dealing with the Sophists 
as if they were a school, sect, or partnership with 
mutual responsibility. Whoever has followed the 
evidence which I have produced respecting Pro- 
tagoras and Prodikus, will know how differently 
these latter handled the question of justice. 

But the truth is, that the theory of Thrasymachus, 
though incorrect and defective, is not so detestable as 
these writers represent. What makes it seem de- 
testable, is, the style and manner in which he is 
made to put it forward, which causes the just man to 
appear petty and contemptible, while it surrounds 
the unjust man with enviable attributes. Now this 
is precisely the circumstance which revolts the com- 
mon sentiments of mankind, as it revolts also the 
critics who read what is said by Thrasymachus. 
The moral sentiments exist in men’s minds in com- 
plex and powerful groups, associated with some large 
words and emphatic forms of speech. Whether an 


” ethical theory satisfies the exigences of reason, or 


commands and answers to all the phenomena—a 


‘common audience will seldom give themselves the 


trouble to consider with attention: but what they 
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imperiously exact—and what is indispensable to give 
the theory any chance of success, is, that it shall 
exhibit to their feelings the just man as respectable 
and dignified, and the unjust man as odious and 
repulsive. Now that which offends in the language 
ascribed to Thrasymachus, is, not merely the abs- 
ence, but the reversal, of this condition—the pre- 
sentation of the just man as weak and silly, and of 
injustice in all the prestige of triumph and dignity. 
And for this very reason I venture to infer that such 
a theory was never propounded by Thrasymachus 
to any public audience in the form in which it ap- 
pears in Plato. For Thrasymachus was a rhetor, 
who had studied the principles of his art: now we 
know that these common sentiments of an audience, 
were precisely what the rhetors best understood, 
and always strove to conciliate. Even from the 
time of Gorgias, they began the practice of com- 
posing beforehand declamations upon the general 
heads of morality, which were ready to be introduced 
into actual speeches as occasion presented itself, 
and in which appeal was made to the moral senti- 
ments foreknown as common, with more or less of 
modification, to all the Grecian assemblies. The 
real Thrasymachus, addressing any audience at 
Athens, would never have wounded these sentiments, 
as the Platonic Thrasymachus is made to do in the 
‘Republic.’ Least of all would be have done this, if 
it be true of him, as Plato asserts ofthe Rhetors and 
Sophists generally, that they thought about nothing 
but courting popularity, without any sincerity of 
conviction. 
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Though Plato thinks fit to bring out the opinion 
of Thrasymachus with accessories unnecessarily of- 
fensive, and thus to enhance the dialectical triumph 
of Sokratés by the brutal manners of the adversary 
—he was well-aware that he had not done justice 
to the opinion itself, much less confuted it. The 
proof of this is, that in the second book of the ‘ Re- 
public,’ after Thrasymachus has disappeared, the 
very same opinion is taken up by Glaukon and 
Adeimantus, and set forth by both of them (though 
they disclaim entertaining it as their own), as sug- 
gesting grave doubts and difficulties which they 
desire to hear solved by Sokratés. Those who read 
attentively the discourses of Glaukon and Adei- 
mantus, will see that the substantive opinion ascribed 
to Thrasymachus, apart from the brutality with which 
he is made to state it, does not even countenance 
the charge of immoral teaching against ham—much 
less against the Sophists generally. Hardly any- 
thing in Plato’s compositions is more powerful than 
those discourses. They present in a perspicuous 
and forcible manner, some of the most serious 
difficulties with which ethical theory is required to 
grapple. And Plato can answer them only in one 
way—by taking society to pieces, and reconstructing 
it in the form of his imaginary republic. The 
speeches of Glaukon and Adeimantus form the im- 
mediate preface to the striking and elaborate de- 
scription which-he goes through, of his new state 


᾿ of society, nor do they receive any other answer 


than what is implied in that description. Plato in- 
directly confesses that he cannot answer them, as- 
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suming social institutions to continue unreformed : 
and his reform is sufficiently fundamental’. 


1 I omitted to notice the Dialogue of Plato entitled Euthydemus, 
wherein Sokratés is introduced in conversation with the two persons 
called Sophists, Euthydemus and Dionysodorus, who are represented 
as propounding a number of verbal quibbles, assertions of double sense, 
arising from equivocal grammar or syntax—fallacies of mere diction, 
without the least plausibility as to the sense—specimens of jest and 
hoax (p. 278 B.). They are described as extravagantly conceited, 
while Sokratés is painted with his usual affectation of deference and 
modesty. He himself, during a part of the dialogue, carries on con- 
versation in his own dialectical manner with the youthful Kleinias; 
who is then handed over to be taught by Euthydemus and Dionysodo- 
rus; so that the contrast between their style of questioning, and that 
of Sokratés, is forcibly brought out. 

To bring out this contrast, appears to me the main purpose of the 
dialogue—as has already been remarked by Socher and others (see 
Stallbaum, Prolegom. ad Euthydem. pp. 15-65): but its construction, 
its manner, and its result (previous to the concluding conversation be- 
tween Sokratés and Kriton separately), is so thoroughly comic, that Ast, 
on this and other grounds, rejects it as spurious and unworthy of Plato 
(see Ast, iiber Platons Leben und Schriften, p. 414-418). 

- Without agreeing in Ast’s inference, I recognise the violence of the 

caricature which Plato has here presented under the characters of Eu- 
thydemus and Dionysodorus. And it is for this reason, among many 
others, that I protest the more emphatically against the injustice of 
Stallbaum and the commentators generally, who consider these two 
persons as disciples of Protagoras, and samples of what is called ‘‘ So- 
phistica’’—The Sophistical Practice—the Sophists generally. There is 
not the smallest ground for considering these two men as disciples of 
Protagoras, who is presented to us, even by Plato himself, under an 
aspect as totally different from them as it is possible to imagine. Eu- 
thydemus and Dionysodorus are described, by Plato himself in this 
very dialogue, as old men who had been fencing-masters, and who had 
only within the last two years applied themselves to the eristic or con- 
troversial dialogue (Euthyd. c. 1. p. 272 C.; ¢. 3. p. 273 E.). Sehleier- 
macher himself accounts their personal importance so mean, that he 
thinks Plato could not have intended to attack them, but meant to at- 
tack Antisthenés and the Megaric school of philosophers (Prolegom. ad 
Euthydem. vol. iii. p. 403, 404, of his translation of Plato). So con- 
temptible does Plato esteem them, that Krito blames Sokratés for 
having so far degraded himself as to be scen talking with them before 
many persons (p. 305 B. ο. 30). 

The name of Protagoras occurs only once in the dialogue, in reference 
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I call particular attention to this circumstance, 
without which we cannot fairly estimate the Sophists, 
or practical teachers of Athens, face to face with 
their accuser-general—Plato. He was a great and 
systematic theorist, whose opinions on ethics, po- 
litics, cognition, religion, &c., were all wrought into 
harmony by his own mind, and stamped with that 
peculiarity which is the mark of an original intellect. 
So splendid an effort of speculative genius is among 
the marvels of the Grecian world. His dissent 
from all the societies which he saw around him, not 
merely democratical, but oligarchical and despotic 
also, was of the deepest and most radical character. 
Nor did he delude himself by the belief, that any 
partial amendment of that which he saw around 


to the doctrine, started by Euthydemns, that false propositions or con- 
tradictory propositions were impossible, because no one could either 
think about, or talk about, that which was not or the non-existent 
(p. 284 A; 286 C.). This doctrine is said by Sokratés to have been 
much talked of “by Protagoras and by men yet earlier than he.” It 
is idle to infer from such a passage any connection or analogy between 
these men and Protagoras—as Stallbaum labours to do throughout his 
Prolegomena; affirming (in his note on p. 286 C.) most incorrectly, that 
Protagoras maintained this doctrine about τὸ μὴ ὃν or the non-existent, 
because he had too great faith in the evidence of the senses—whereas 
we know from Plato that it had its rise with Parmenidés, who rejected 
the evidence of the senses entirely (see Plato, Sophist. 24. p. 237 A. 
with Heindorf and Stallbaum’s notes). Diogenes Laértius (ix. 8, 53) 
falsely asserts that Protagoras was the first to broach the doctrine, and 
even cites as his witness Plato in the Euthydemus, where the exact 
contrary is stated. Whoever broached it first—it was a doctrine fol- 
lowing plausibly from the then received Realism, and Plato was long 
perplexed before he could solve the difficulty to his own satisfaction 
(Theetet. p.187 D.). ᾿ 

I do not doubt that there were in Athens persons who abused the 
dialectical exercise for frivolous puzzles, and it was well for Plato to 
compose a dialogue exhibiting the contrast between these men and 
Sokratés. But to treat Euthydemus and Dionysodorus as samples of 
‘The Sophists,” is altogether unwarranted. 
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could bring about the end which he desired: he 
looked to nothing short of a new genesis of the man 
and the citizen, with institutions calculated from the 
beginning to work out the full measure of per- 
fectibility. His fertile scientific imagination realized 
this idea in the ‘Republic.’ But that very system- 
atic and original character, which lends so much 
value and charm to the substantive speculations of 
Plato, counts as a deduction from his trustworthi- 
ness as critic or witness, in reference to the living 
agents whom he saw at work in Athens and other 
cities, as statesmen, generals, or teachers. His 
criticisms are dictated by his own point of view, ac- 
cording to which the entire society was corrupt, and 
all the instruments who carried on its functions 
were of essentially base metal. Whoever will read 
either the ‘Gorgias’ or the ‘ Republic,’ will see in how 
sweeping and indiscriminate a manner he passes 
his sentence of condemnation. Not only all the 
Sophists and all the Rhetors'—but all the musicians 
and dithyrambic or tragic poets—all the statesmen, 
past as well as present, not excepting even the 
great Periklés—receive from his hands one common 
stamp of dishonour. Every one of these men are 
numbered by Plato among the numerous category 
of flatterers, who minister to the immediate gratifi- 
cation and to the desires of the people, without 
looking to their permanent improvement, or making 
them morally better. ‘‘ Periklés and Kimon (says 
Sokratés in the ‘ Gorgias’) are nothing but servants 
or ministers who supply the immediate appetites 
and tastes of the people; just as the baker and the 
1 Plato, Gorgias. c. 57, 58. p. 502. 503. 
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confectioner do in their respective departments, 
without knowing or caring whether the food will 
do any real good—a point which the physician 
alone can determine. As ministers, they are clever 
enough: they have provided the city amply with 
tribute, walls, docks, ships, and such other follies: 
but I (Sokratés) am the only man in Athens who 
aim, so far as my strength permits, at the true pur- 
pose of politics—the mental improvement of the 
people'.” So wholesale a condemnation betrays 
itself as the offspring, and the consistent offspring, 


of systematic peculiarity of vision—the prejudice of 


a great and able mind. 

It would be not less unjust to appreciate the So- 
phists or the statesmen of Athens from the point of 
view of Plato, than the present teachers and politi- 
cians of England or France from that of Mr. Owen or 
Fourier. Both the one and the other class laboured 
for socicty as it stood at Athens: the statesmen car- 
ried on the business of practical politics, the Sophist 


1 Plato, Gorgias, c. 72, 73. p. 517 (Sokratés speaks). ᾿Αληθεῖς dpa oi 
ἔμπροσθεν λόγοι ἦσαν, ὅτι οὐδένα ἡμεῖς ἴσμεν ἄνδρα ἀγαθὸν γεγονότα τὰ 
πολιτικὰ ἐν τῇδε τῇ πόλει. 

"2 δαιμόνιε, οὐδ᾽ ἐγὼ ψέγω τούτους (Periklés and Kimon) ὥς γε διεα- 
κόνους εἶναι πόλεως, ἀλλὰ μοι δοκοῦσι τῶν γε νῦν διακονικώτεροι 
γεγονέναι καὶ μᾶλλον οἷοί τε ἐκπορίζειν τῇ πόλει ὧν ἐπεθύμει. ᾿Αλλὰ 
γὰρ μεταβιβάζειν τὰς ἐπιθυμίας καὶ μὴ ἐπιτρέπειν, πείθοντες καὶ βια- 
ζόμενοι ἐπὶ τοῦτο, ὅθεν ἔμελλον ἀμείνους ἔσεσθαι οἱ πολῖται, ὡς ἔπος 
εἰπεῖν, οὐδὲν τούτων διέφερον ἐκεῖνοι. ὅπερ μόνον ἔργον ἐστιν ἀγαθοῦ 
«ολιτοῦ. 

“Avev γὰρ σωφροσύνης καὶ δικαιοσύνης, λιμένων καὶ τείχων καὶ νεωρίων 
καὶ φόρων καὶ τοιούτων φλναριῶν ἐμπεπλήκασι τὴν πόλιν (ce. 74. 
p. 519 Α.). 

Οἶμαι (says Sokratés, c. 77. p. 521 D.) per’ ὀλίγων ᾿Αθηναίων, iva μὴ 
εἴπω μόνος, ἐπιχειρεῖν τῇ ὡς ἀληθῶς πολιτικῇ τέχνῃ καὶ πράττειν τὰ πολι- 
τικὰ μόνος τῶν νῦν, ἅτε οὖν οὐ πρὸς χάριν λέγων τοὺς λόγους obs λέγω 
ἑκάστοτε, ἀλλὰ πρὸς τὸ βέλτιστον, οὐ πρὸς τὸ ἥδιστον, &c. 
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trained up youth for practical life in all its depart- 
ments, as family men, citizens, and leaders—to obey 
as well as to command. Both accepted the system 
as it stood, without contemplating the possibility of 
a new birth of society: both ministered to certain 
exigences, held their anchorage upon certain sen- 
timents, and bowed to a certain morality, actually 
felt among the living men around them. That which 


Plato says of the statesmen of Athens is perfectly . 


true—that they were only servants or ministers of 
the people. He, who tried the people and the 
entire society by comparison with an imaginary 
standard of his own, might deem all these ministers 
worthless in the lump, as carrying on a system too 
bad ‘to be mended ; but nevertheless the difference 
between a competent and an incompetent minister 
—between Periklés and Nikias—was of unspeakable 
moment to the security and happiness of the Athe- 
nians. What the Sophists on their part undertook 
was, to educate young men s0 as to make them bet- 
ter qualified for statesmen or ministers; and Pro- 
tagoras would have thought it sufficient honour to 
himself—as well as sufficient benefit to Athens, which 
assuredly it would have been—if he could have in- 
spired any young Athenian with the soul and the 
capacities of his friend and companion Periklés. 
So far is Plato from considering the Sophists as 
the corruptors of Athenian morality, that he di- 
stinctly protests against that supposition, in a re- 
markable passage of the ‘ Republic.’ It is (he says) 
the whole people, or the society, with its established 
morality, intelligence, and tone of sentiment, which ἢ 
is intrinsically vicious; the teachers of such a society 
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must be vicious also, otherwise their teaching would 
not. be received ; and even if their private teaching 
were ever so good, its effect would be washed away, 
except in some few privileged natures, by the over- 
whelming deluge of pernicious social influences’. 
Nor let any one imagine (as modern readers are but 
too ready to understand it) that this poignant cen- 
sure is intended for Athens so far forth as a demo- 
cracy. Plato was not the man to preach king-wor- 
ship, or wealth-worship, as social or political reme- 
dies: he declares emphatically that not one of the 
societies then existing was such that a truly philo- 
sophical nature could be engaged in active functions 
under it*. These passages would be alone sufficient 
to repel the assertions of those who denounce the 
Sophists as poisoners of Athenian morality, on the 
alleged authority. of Plato. 


The So- Nor is it at all more true that they were men of 
phists were 


notteachers Mere words, and made their pupils no better—a 
words, charge just as vehemently pressed against Sokratés 


apart from as against the Sophists—and by the same class of 


1 This passage is in Republ. vi. 6. p. 492 seg. I put the first words 
of the passage (which is too long to be cited, but which nchly deserves 
to be read, entire) in the translation given by Stallbaum in his note. 

Sokratés says to Adeimantus—“ An tu quoque putas esse quidem 
sophistas, homines privatos, qui corrumpunt juventutem in quécunque 
re mentione dign4; nec illud tamen animadvertisti et tibi persuasisti, 
quod multo magis debebas, ipsos Athenienses turpissimos esse aliorum 
corruptores ?”’ 

Yet the commentator who translates this passage, does not scruple 
(in his Prolegomena to the Republic, p. xliv, xlv, as well as to the Dia- 
logues) to heap upon the Sophists aggravated charges, as the actual 
corruptors of Athenian morality. 

3 Plato, Repub. vi. 11. p. 497 B. μηδεμίαν ἀξίαν εἶναι τῶν νῦν κατα- 
στάσιν τῆς φιλοσόφον φύσεως, &c. 

Compare Plato, Epistol. vii. p. 325 A. 
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enemies, such as Anytus', Aristophanés, Eupolis, 
&c. It was mainly from Sophists like Hippias that 
the Athenian youth learnt what they knew of geo- 
metry, astronomy, and arithmetic: but the range of 
what is called special science, possessed even by the 
teacher, was at that time very limited; and the 
matter of instruction communicated was expressed 
under the general title of ‘‘ Words or Discourses,” 
which were always taught by the Sophists, in con- 
nection with thought and in reference to a practical 
use. The capacities of thought, speech, and action 
—are conceived in conjunction by Greeks generally, 
and by teachers like Isokratés and Quintilian espe- 
cially ; and when young men in Greece, like the 
Beeotian Proxenus, put themselves under training 
by Gorgias or any other Sophist—it was with a view 
of qualifying themselves, not merely to speak, but 
to act?. | 

Most of the pupils of the Sophists (as of So- 
kratés’ himself) were young men of wealth ; a fact, 
at which Plato sneers, and others copy him, as if it 
proved that they cared only about high pay. ButI 


' Anytus was the accuser of Sokratés: his enmity to the Sophists 
may be seen in Plato, Meno. p. 91 C. 

2 Xenoph. Anabas. ii. 6. Πρόξενος---εὐθὺς μειράκιον dv ἐπεθύμει ye- 
νέσθαι ἀνὴρ τὰ μέγαλα πράττειν ἱκανός" καὶ διὰ ταύτην τὴν ἐπιθυ- 
μίαν ἔδωκε Τοργίᾳ ἀργύριον τῷ Λεοντίνῳ ...... Τοσούτων δ᾽ ἐπιθυμῶν, 
σφόδρα ἔνδηλον αὖ καὶ τοῦτο εἶχεν, ὅτι τούτων οὐδὲν ἂν θέλοι κτᾶσθαι 
μετὰ ἀδικίας, ἀλλὰ σὺν τῷ δικαίῳ καὶ καλῷ ᾧετο δεῖν τούτων τυγχάνειν, 
ἄνευ δὲ τούτων μή. 

Proxenus, as described by his friend Xenophon, was certainly a man 
who did no dishonour to the moral teaching of Gorgias. 

The connection between thought, speech, and action, is seen even in 
the jests of Aristophanés upon the purposes of Sokratés and the So- 
phists :— 

Νικᾷν πράττων καὶ βουλεύων καὶ τῇ γλώττῃ πολεμίζων (Nubes, 418). 

5 Plato, Apol. Sokr. c. 10. p. 23 C; Protagoras, p. 328 C. 
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do not hesitate to range myself on the side of Iso- 
kratés', and to contend that the Sophist himself had 
much to lose by corrupting his pupils (an argument 
used by Sokratés in defending himself before the 
Dikastery, and just as valid in defence of Protagoras 
or Prodikus*) and strong personal interest in sending 
them forth accomplished and virtuous—that the 
best-taught youth were decidedly the most free from 
crime and the most active towards good — that 
among the valuable ideas and feelings which a young 
Athenian had in his mind as well as among the good 
pursuits which he followed, those which he learnt 
from the Sophists counted nearly as the best—that, 
if the contrary had been the fact, fathers would not 
have continued so to send their sons, and pay their 
money. It was not merely that these teachers coun- 
tervailed in part the temptations to dissipated en- 
joyment, but also that they were personally uncon: 
cerned in the acrimonious slander and warfare 
of party in his native city—that the topics with 
which they familiarized him were, the general in- 
terests and duties of men and citizens—that they 
developed the germs of morality in the ancient le- 
gends (as in Prodikus’s fable), and amplified in his 
mind all the undefined cluster of associations con- 
nected with the great words of morality—that they 
vivified in him the sentiment of Pan-hellenic brother- 
hood—and that in teaching him the art of persua- 
sion’, they could not but make him feel the depend- 


1 See Isokr. Or. xv. De Perm. 5. 218, 233, 235, 245, 254, 257. 

3 Plato, Apol. Sokrat. c. 13. p. 25 Ὁ. 

> See these points strikingly put by Isokratés—in the Orat. xv. De 
Permutatione, throughout, especially in sect. 294, 297, 305, 307—and 


Cuap. LXVII.] ESTIMATION OF THE SOPHISTS. 543 


ence in which he stood towards those who were to 
be persuaded, together with the necessity under 
which he lay of so conducting himself as to conci- 
liate their good will. 

The intimations given in Plato, of the enthusias- 
tic reception which Protagoras, Prodikus, and other 
Sophists' met with in the various cities—the de- 
scription which we read (in the dialogue called Pro- 
tagoras) of the impatience of the youthful Hippo- 
kratés, on hearing of the arrival of that Sophist, in- 
somuch that he awakens Sokratés before daylight, 
in order to obtain an introduction to the new-comer 
and profit by his teaching—the readiness of such 
rich young men to pay money, and to devote time 
and trouble, for the purpose of acquiring a personal 
superiority apart from their wealth and station— 
the ardour with which Kallias is represented as em- 
ploying his house for the hospitable entertainment, 
and his fortune for the aid, of the Sophists—all this 
makes upon my mind an impression directly the 
reverse of that ironical and contemptuous phraseo- 
logy with which it is set forth by Plato. Such So- 
phists had nothing to recommend them except supe- 
rior knowledge and intellectual force, combined with 
an imposing personality, making itself felt in their 
lectures and conversation. It is to this that the 
admiration was shown; and the fact that it was so 
shown, brings to view the best attributes of the 
Greek, especially the Athenian mind. It exhibits 
those qualities of which Periklés made emphatic 
again by Xenoph. Memorab. i. 2, 10, in reference to the teaching of 


Sokratés. 
1 See a striking passage in Plato’s Republic, x. c. 4. p. 600 C. 
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boast in his celebrated funeral oration'—conception 
of public speech as a practical thing, not meant as 
an excuse for inaction, but combined with energetic 
action, and turning it to good account by full and 
open discussion beforehand—profound sensibility 
to the charm of manifested intellect, without ener- 
vating the powers of execution or endurance. As- 
suredly a man like Protagoras, arriving in a city 
with all this train of admiration laid before him, 
must have known very little of his own interest or 
position, if he began to preach a low or corrupt 
morality. If it be true generally, as Voltaire has 
remarked, that ‘‘any man who should come to 
preach a relaxed morality would be pelted,” much 
more would it be true of a sophist like Protagoras, 
arriving in a foreign city with all the prestige of a 
great intellectual name, and with the imagination 
of youths on fire to hear and converse with him,— 
that any similar doctrine would destroy his reputa- 
tion at once. Numbers of teachers have made their 
reputation by inculcating overstrained asceticism ; 
it will be hard to find an example of success in the 
opposite vein. 

δ Thucyd. ii. 40. φιλοσοφοῦμεν ἄνευ padraxias—ov τοὺς λόγους τοῖς 


ἔργοις βλαβὴν ἡγούμενοι---διαφερόντως δὲ καὶ τόδε ἔχομεν, ὥστε τολμᾷν 
τε οἱ αὐτοὶ μάλιστα καὶ περὶ ὧν ἐπιχειρήσομεν ἐκλογίζεσθαι. 
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CHAPTER LXVIII. 
SOKRATES. 


Tuat the professional teachers called Sophists in 
Greece were intellectual and moral corruptors—and 
that much corruption grew up under their teaching 
in the Athenian mind—are common statements 
which I have endeavoured to show to be erroneous. 
Corresponding to these statements is another, which 
represents Sokratés as one whose special merit it was 
to have rescued the Athenian mind from such demo- 
ralising influences ;—a reputation, which he neither 
deserves nor requires. In general, the favourable 
interpretation of evidence, as exhibited towards So- 
kratés, has been scarcely less marked than the harsh- 
ness of presumption against the Sophists. Of late, 
however, some authors have treated his history in 
an altered spirit, and have manifested a disposition 
to lower him down to that which they regard as the 
Sophistical level. M. Forchhammer’s treatise—‘‘The 
Athenians and Sokratés, or Lawful Dealing against 
Revolution ’’’—goes even further, and maintains con- 
fidently that Sokratés was most justly condemned as 
a heretic, a traitor, and a corruptor of youth. His 
book, the conclusions of which I altogether reject, 
is a sort of retribution to the Sophists, as extending 
to their alleged opponent the same bitter and unfair 
spirit of construction with that under which they have 
so long unjustly suffered. But when we impartially 
consider the evidence, it will appear that Sokratés 
VOL. VIII. 2N 
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deserves our admiration and esteem, not indeed as 
an anti-Sophist, but as combining with the qualities 
of a good man, a force of character and an origi- 
nality of speculation as well as of method, and a 
power of intellectually working on others—gene- 
rically different from that of any professional teacher 
—without parallel either among contemporaries or 
successors. 

The life of Sokratés comprises seventy years, from 
469 to 399 s.c. His father Sophroniskus being a 
sculptor, the son began by following the same pro- 
fession, in which he attained sufficient proficiency 
to have executed various works ; especially a draped 
group of the Charites or Graces, preserved in the 
acropolis and shown as his work down to the time 
of Pausanias!. His mother Phznareté was a mid- 
wife, and he had a brother by the mother’s side 
named Patroklés*. Respecting his wife Xanthippé, 
and his three sons, all that has passed into history 
is the violent temper of the former, and the patience 
of her husband in enduring it. The position and 
family of Sokratés, without being absolutely poor, 
were humble and unimportant: but he was of ge- 
nuine Attic breed, belonging to the ancient gens 
Deedalide, which took its name from Dedalus the 
mythical artist as progenitor. 

The personal qualities of Sokratés, on the other 
hand, were marked and distinguishing, not less in 
body than in mind. His physical constitution was 
healthy, robust, and enduring, to an extraordinary 
degree. He was not merely strong and active as 


1 Pausanias, i. 22, 8; ix. 35, 2. 
? Plato, Euthydem. c. 24. p. 297 Ὁ. 
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an hoplite on military service, but capable of bearing 
fatigue or hardship, and indifferent to heat or cold, 
in a measure which astonished all his companions. 
He went barefoot in all seasons of the year, even 
during the winter campaign at Potidea, under the 
severe frosts of Thrace; and the same homely 
clothing sufficed to him for winter as well as for 
summer. Though his diet was habitually simple as 
well as abstemious, yet there were occasions, of 
religious festival or friendly congratulation, on which 
every Greek considered joviality and indulgence to 
be becoming. On such occasions, Sokratés could 
drink more wine than any guest present, yet with- 
out being overcome or intoxicated'. He abstained, 
on principle, from all extreme gymnastic training, 
which required, as necessary condition, extraor- 
dinary abundance of food*. It was his professed 
purpose to limit, as much as possible, the number 
of his wants, as a distant approach to the perfection 
of the gods, who wanted nothing—to control such 
as were natural, and prevent the multiplication of 
any that were artificial’. Nor can there be any 


1 See the Symposion of Plato as well as that of Xenophon, both of 
which profess to depict Sokratés at one of these jovial moments. Plato, 
Symposion, c. 31. p. 214 A; ς. 35, &c., 39 ad finem; Xenoph. Symp. 
ii. 26—where Sokratés requests that the wine may be handed round in 
small glasses, but that they may succeed each other quickly, like drops 
of rain in a shower. 

The view which Plato takes of indulgence in wine, as affording a sort 
of test of the comparative self-command of individuals, and measuring 
the facility with which any man may be betrayed into folly and extra- 
vagance—and the regulation to which he proposes to submit the 
practice—may be seen in his treatise De Legibus, i 1. p. 649; ii. p. 671- 
674. Compare Xenoph. Memorab. i. 2, 1; i. 6, 10. 

2 Xenoph. Memorab. i. 2, 4. τὸ μὲν ὑπερεσθίοντα ὑπερπονεῖν ἀπεδο- 
κίμαζε, &c. 

8 Xenoph. Mem. i. 6,10. Even Antisthenés (disciple of Sokratés, 


2n2 
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doubt that his admirable bodily temperament con- 
tributed materially to facilitate such a purpose, and 
assist him in the maintenance of that self-mastery, 
contented self-sufficiency, and independence of the 
favour' as well as of the enmity of others—which 
were essential to his plan of intellectual life. His 
friends, who communicate to us his great bodily 
strength and endurance, are at the same time full 
of jests upon his ugly physiognomy—his flat nose, 
thick lips, and prominent eyes, like a satyr or Si- 
lenus*. Nor can we implicitly trust the evidence 
of such very admiring witnesses, as to the philo- 
sopher’s exemption from infirmities of temper; for 
there seems good proof that he was by natural tem- 
perament violently irascible—a defect, which he ge- 
nerally kept under severe control, but which occa- 
sionally betrayed him into great improprieties of 
language and demeanour’. 


and the originator of what was called the Cynic philosophy), while he 
pronounced virtue to be self-sufficient for conferring happiness, was 
obliged to add that the strength and vigour of Sokratés were required 
as a farther condition—airdpxn τὴν ἀρετὴν πρὸς εὐδαιμονίαν, μηδενὸς 
προσδεομένην ὅτι μὴ τῆς Σωκρατικῆς toyvos—Winckelman, Antisthen. 
Fragment. p. 47; Diog. Laért. vi. 11. 

1 See his reply to the invitation of Archelaus king of Macedonia, 
indicating the repugnance to accept favours which he could not return 
(Aristot. Rhetor. ii. 24). 

? Plato, Sympos. c. 32. p. 215 A; Xenoph. Sympos. c. 5; Plato, 
Theetet. p. 143 D. 

> This is one of the traditions which Aristoxenus, the disciple of 
Anistotle, heard from his father Spintharus, who had been in personal 
communication with Sokratés. See the Fragments of Aristoxenus, 
Fragm. 27, 28; ap. Frag. Hist. Gree. p. 280. ed. Didot. 

It appears to me that Frag. 28 contains the statement of what 
Aristoxenus really said about the irascibility of Sokratés; while the 
expressions of Fragm. 27, ascribed to that author by Plutarch, are un- 
measured. 

Fragm. 28 also substantially contradicts Fragm. 26, in which Dio- 
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Of those friends, the best known to us are 
Xenophon and Plato, though there existed in an- 
tiquity various dialogues composed, and memo- 
randa put together, by other hearers of Sokratés, 
respecting his conversations and teaching, which 
are all now lost!. The ‘ Memorabilia’ of Xeno- 
phon profess to record actual conversations held 
by Sokratés, and are prepared with the announced 
purpose of vindicating him against the accusations 
of Melétus and his other accusers on the trial, as 
well as against unfavourable opinions, seemingly 
much circulated respecting his character and pur- 
poses. We thus have in it a sort of partial bio- 
graphy, subject to such deductions from its eviden- 
tiary value as may be requisite for imperfection of 
memory, intentional decoration, and partiality. On 
the other hand, the purpose of Plato in the numerous 
dialogues wherein he introduces Sokratés, is not so 
clear—and is explained very differently by different 
commentators. Plato was a great speculative ge- 


genes asserts, on the authority of Aristoxenus—what is not to be be- 
lieved, even if Aristoxenus had asserted it—that Sokratés made a re- 
gular trade of his teaching, and collected perpetual contributions : sce 
Xenoph. Memor. i. 2, 6; i. 5, 6. 

I see no reason for the mistrust with which Preller (Hist. Philoso- 
phiz, c. v. p. 139) and Ritter (Geschich. d. Philos. vol. 11, ch. 2. p. 19) 
regard the general testimony of Aristoxenus about Sokratés. 

! Xenophon (Mem. i. 4, 1) alludes to several such biographers, or 
collectors of anecdotes about Sokratés. Yet it would seem that most 
of these Socratici viri (Cicer. ad Attic. xiv. 9, 1) did not collect anec- 
dotes or conversations of the master, after the manner of Xenophon ; 
but composed dialogues, manifesting more or less of his method and 
ἦθος, after the type of Plato. Simon the leather-cutter however took 
memoranda of conversations held by Sokratés in his shop, and published 
sevcral dialogues purporting to be such (Diog. Laért. ii. 123). The 
Socratici viri are generally praised by Cicero (Tusce. Ὁ. ii. 3, 8) for the 
elegance of their style. 
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nius, who came to form opinions of his own di- 
stinct from those of Sokratés, and employed the 
name of the latter as spokesman for these opi- 
nions in various dialogues. How much, in the 
Platonic Sokratés, can be safely accepted either as 
a picture of the man or as a record of his opinions— 
how much, on the other hand, is to be treated as 
Platonism—or in what proportions the two are in- 
termingled—is a point not to be decided with cer- 
tainty or rigour. The ‘ Apology of Sokratés,’ the 
‘Kriton,’ and the ‘ Phedon’ (in so far as it is a 
moral picture, and apart from the doctrines advocated 
in it) appear to belong to the first category ; while 
the political and social views of the ‘ Republic’ and 
of the treatise ‘ De Legibus,’ the cosmic theories in 
the ‘ Timzeus,’ and the hypothesis of Ideas, as sub- 
stantive existences apart from the phenomenal world, 
in the various dialogues wherever it is stated—cer- 
tainly belong to the second. Of the ethical dia- 
logues, much may be probably taken to represent 
Sokratés more or less platonized. 

But though the opinions put by Plato into the 
mouth of Sokratés are liable to thus much of uncer- 
tainty, we find, to our great satisfaction, that the 
pictures given by Plato and Xenophon of their com- 
mon master are in the main accordant ; differing only 
as drawn from the same original by two authors radi- 
cally different in spirit and character. Xenophon, 
the man of action, brings out at length those con- 
versations of Sokratés which had a bearing on prac- 
tical conduct and were calculated to correct vice or 
infirmity in particular individuals ; such being the 
matter which served his purpose as an apologist, 
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at the same time that it suited his intellectual taste. 
But he intimates nevertheless very plainly, that the 
conversation of Sokratés was often, indeed usually, 
of a more negative, analytical, and generalising ten- 
dency’; not destined for the reproof of positive or 
special defect, but to awaken the inquisitive faculties 
and lead to the rational comprehension of vice and 
virtue as referable to determinate general principles. 
Now this latter side of the master’s physiognomy, 
which Xenophon records distinctly, though without 
emphasis or development, acquires almost exclusive 
prominence in the Platonic picture. Plato leaves 
out the practical, and consecrates himself to the 
theoretical, Sokratés ; whom he divests in part of 
his identity, in order to enrol him as chief speaker 
in certain larger theoretical views of his own. The 
two pictures therefore do not contradict each other, 
but mutually supply each other’s defects, and admit 
of being blended into one consistent whole. And 
respecting the method of Sokratés—a point more 
characteristic than either his precepts or his theory 
—as well as respecting the effect of that method on 
the minds of hearers—both Xenophon and Plato are 
witnesses substantially in unison: though, here 
again, the latter has made the method his own, 
worked it out on a scale of enlargement and perfec- 
tion, and given to it a permanence which it could 
never have derived from its original author, who 


1 Xenophon, Memor. 1. 1, 16. Αὐτὸς δὲ περὶ τῶν ἀνθρωπείων ἀεὶ 
διελέγετο, σκοπῶν, τί εὐσεβὲς, τί ἀσεβές" τί καλὸν, τί aloxpdr 
τί δίκαιον, τί ἄδικον᾽ τί ἀνδρία, τί δειλία" τί σωφροσύνη, τί pavia’ τί πόλις, 
τί πολιτικός" τί ἀρχὴ ἀνθρώπων, τί ἀρχικὸς ἀνθρώπων, ὅτε. 

Compare i. 2, 50; iii. 8, 3,4; iti. 9; iv. 4, δ; iv. 6, 1. σκοπῶν σὺν 
τοῖς συνοῦσι, τί ἕκαστον εἴη τῶν ὄντων, οὐδέποτ᾽ ἔληγε. 


Habits of 
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only talked and never wrote. It is fortunate that 
our two main witnesses about him, both speaking 
from personal knowledge, agree to so great an 
extent. 

Both describe in the same manner his private 
life and habits ; his contented poverty, justice, tem- 
perance in the largest sense of the word, and self- 
sufficing independence of character. On most of 
these points too, Aristophanés and the other comic 
writers, so far as their testimony counts for any 
thing, appear as confirmatory witnesses ; for they 
abound in jests on the coarse fare, shabby and 
scanty clothing, bare feet, pale face, poor and joy- 
less life, of Sokratés'!. Of the circumstances of his 
life we are almost wholly ignorant: he served as 
an hoplite at Potidza, at Delium, and at Amphi- 
polis—with credit apparently in all, though ex- 
aggerated encomiums on the part of his friends 
provoked an equally exaggerated scepticism on the 
part of Athenzus and others. He seems never to 
have filled any political office until the year (B.c.406) 
in which the battle of Arginusz occurred, in which 
year he was member of the Senate of Five Hundred, 
and one of the Prytanes on that memorable day when 
the proposition of Kallixenus against the six gene- 
rals was submitted to the public assembly : his de- 
termined refusal, in spite of all personal hazard, to 
put an unconstitutional question to the vote, has been 
already recounted. That during his long life he 

1 Anistoph. Nubes, 105, 121, 362, 414; Aves, 1282; Eupolis, Frag- 
ment. Incert. ix., x., xi., ap. Meineke, p. 552; Ameipsias, Fragmenta, 
Konnus, p. 703, Meineke—Diogen. Laért. ii. 28. 


The later comic writers ridiculed the Pythagoreans, as well as Zeno 
the Stoic, on grounds very similar: sce Diogenes Laért. vii. 1, 24. 
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strictly obeyed the laws', is proved by the fact that 
none of his numerous enemies ever arraigned him 
before a court of justice: that he discharged all the 
duties of an upright man and a brave as well as 
pious citizen, may also be confidently asserted. His 
friends lay especial stress upon his piety, that is, 
upon his exact discharge of all the religious duties 
considered as incumbent upon an Athenian’. 

Though these points are requisite to be establish- 
ed, in order that we may rightly interpret the cha- 
racter of Sokratés—it is not from them that he has 
derived his eminent place in history. Three pecu- 
liarities distinguish the man. 1. His long life 
passed in contented poverty, and in public, apo- 
stolic, dialectics. 2. His strong religious persua- 
sion—or belief of acting under a mission and signs 
from the gods; especially his Demon or Genius— 
the special religious warning of which he believed 
himself to be frequently the subject. 3. His great 
intellectual originality, both of subject and of me- 
thod, and his power of stirring and forcing the germ 
of inquiry and ratiocination in others. Though these 
three characteristics were so blended in Sokratés 
that it is not easy to consider them separately— 
yet in each respect, he stood distinguished from all 
Greek philosophers before or after him. 

At what time Sokratés relinquished his profession 
as a statuary, we do not know; but it is certain that 
all the middle and later part of his life, at least, was 

.devoted exclusively to the self-imposed task of teach- 


1 Plato, Apol. Sokr.c. 1. Νὺν ἐγὼ πρῶτον ἐπὶ δικαστήριον ἀναβέβηκα, 
ἔτη γεγονὼς πλείω ἑβδομήκοντα. 
2 Xenoph. Memor. i. 1, 2-20; 1. 3, 1-3. 
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ing ; excluding all other business, public or private, 
and to the neglect of all means of fortune. We can 
hardly avoid speaking of him as a teacher, though 
he himself disclaimed the appellation’: his practice 
was to talk or converse—or to prattle without end*, 
if we translate the derisory word by which the 
enemies of philosophy described dialectic conversa- 
tion. Early in the morning he frequented the public 
walks, the gymnasia for bodily training, and the 
schools where youths were receiving instruction: 
he was to be seen in the market-place at the hour 
when it was most crowded, among the booths and 
tables where goods were exposed for sale: his whole 
day was usually spent in this public manner’. He 
talked with any one, young or old, rich or poor, 
who sought to address him, and in the hearing of 
all who chose to stand by: not only he never either 
asked or received any reward, but he made no di- 
stinction of persons, never withheld his conversa- 
tion from any one, and talked upon the same general 
topics to all. He conversed with politicians, So- 
phists, military men, artisans, ambitious or studious 
youths, &c. He visited all persons of interest in the 
city, male or female: his friendship with Aspasia is 
well known, and one of the most interesting chap- 


1 Plato, Apol. Sokr. c. 21. p. 33 A. ἐγὼ δὲ διδάσκαλος μὲν οὐδενὸς 
πώποτε ἐγενόμην : compare c. 4. p. 19 E. 

_ Xenoph. Memor. i. 11, 16. Sokratés—émoxaomrrov τὴν ἑαυτοῦ 
ἀπραγμοσύνην--- Ῥ]αΐ. Ap. Sok. c. 18. p. 3] B. 

 ’adokecxeiv—see Ruhnken’s Animadversiones in Xenoph. Memor. 
p- 293. of Schneider’s edition of that treatise. Compare Plato, So- 
phistés, c. 23. p. 225 E. 

* Xenoph. Mem. i. 1, 10; Plato, Apol. Sok. 1. p. 17 Ὁ; 18. p. 31 A. 
οἷον δή μοι δοκεῖ ὁ θεὸς ἐμὲ τῇ πόλει προστεθεικέναι τοιοῦτόν teva, ὃς 
ὑμᾶς ἐγείρων καὶ πείθων, καὶ ὀνειδίζων ἕνα ἕκαστον, οὐδὲν παύομαι, τὴν 
ἡμέραν ὅλην πανταχοῦ προσκαθίζων. . 
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ters' of Xenophon’s Memorabilia recounts his visit 
to, and dialogue with Theodoté—a beautiful Hetera 
or Female Companion. Nothing could be more pub- 
lic, perpetual, and indiscriminate as to persons, than 
his conversation. But as it was engaging, curious, 
and instructive to hear, certain persons made it 
their habit to attend him in public as companions 
and listeners. These men, a fluctuating body, were 
commonly known as his disciples or scholars; 
though neither he nor his personal friends ever em- 
ployed the terms teacher and disciple to describe 
the relation between them?. Many of them came, 
attracted by his reputation, during the later years 
of his life, from other Grecian cities; Megara, 
Thebes, Elis, Kyréné, &c. 

Now no other person in Athens, or in any other 
Grecian city, appears ever to have manifested him- 
self in this perpetual and indiscriminate manner as 
a public talker for instruction. All teachers either 
took money for their lessons, or at least gave them 


1 Xen. Mem. iu. 11. 

* Xenophon in his Memorabilia speaks always of the companions of 
Sokratés, not of his disciples—oi συνόντες αὐτῷ---οἱ συνουσίασται (i. 6, 1) 
—oi συνδιατρίβοντες---οἱ συγγιγνόμενοι---οἱ éraipor—oi ὁμιλοῦντες αὐτῷ 
—oi συνήθεις (iv. 8, 2.}.--οἶ μεθ᾽ αὐτοῦ (iv. 2, 1)---οἱ ἐπιθύμηται (i. 2, 60). 
Aristippus also, in speaking to Plato, talked of Sokratés as ὁ ἑταῖρος 
7pov—Aristot. Rhetor. ii. 24. His enemies spoke of his disciples, in 
an invidious sense—Plato, Ap. Sok. c. 21. p. 33 A. 

It is not to be believed that any companions can have made frequent 
visits, either from Megara and Thebes, to Sokratés at Athens, during 
the last years of the war, before the capture of Athens in 404 B.c. 
And in point of fact, the passage of the Platonic Theztetus represents 
Eukleidés of Megara as alluding to his conversations with Sokratés only 
a short time before the death of the latter (Plato, Thextetus, c. 2. 
Ρ. 142 E.). The story given by Aulus Gellius—that Eukleidés came 
to visit Sokratés by night in women’s clothes, from Megara to Athens 
—seems to me an absurdity, though Deycks (De Megaricarum DoctrinA, 
Ῥ. 5) is inclined to believe it. 
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apart from the multitude in a private house or 
garden, to special pupils, with admissions and re- 
jections at their own pleasure. By the peculiar 
mode of life which Sokratés pursued, not only his 
conversation reached the minds of a much wider 
circle, but he became more abundantly known asa 
person. While acquiring a few attached friends and 
admirers, and raising a certain intellectual interest 
in others, he at the same time provoked a large 
number of personal enemies. This was probably 
the reason why he was selected by Aristophanés and 
the other comic writers, to be attacked as a general 
representative of philosophical and rhetorical teach- 
ing; the more so, as his marked and repulsive phy- 
siognomy admitted so well of being imitated in the 
mask which the actor wore. The audience at the 
theatre would more readily recognise the peculiar 
figure which they were accustomed to see every day 
in the market-place, than if Prodikus or Protagoras, 
whom most of them did not know by sight, had 
been brought on the stage ; nor was it of much im- 
portance either to them or to Aristophanés, whether 
Sokratés was represented as teaching what he did 
really teach, or something utterly different. 

His per- This extreme publicity of life and conversation 

suasion of o ge 

aspecial Was one among the characteristics of Sokratés, 

τ δέου distinguishing him from all teachers either before 
or after him. Next was, his persuasion of a special 
religious mission, restraints, impulses, and com- 
munications, sent to him by the gods. Taking the 
belief in such supernatural intervention generally, it 
was indeed noway peculiar to Sokratés: it was the 
ordinary faith of the ancient world, insomuch that 
the attempts to resolve pheenomena into general laws 
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were looked upon with a certain disapprobation, as 
indirectly setting it aside. And Xenophon’ accord- 
ingly avails himself of this general fact, in replying 
to the indictment for religious innovation of which 
his master was found guilty, to affirm that the latter 
pretended to nothing beyond what was included in 
the creed of every pious man. But this is not an 
exact statement of the matter in debate ; for it slurs 
over at least, if 1t does not deny, that speciality of 
inspiration from the gods, which those who talked 
with Sokratés (as we learn even from Xenophon) 
believed, and which Sokratés himself believed 4150 3. 
Very different is his own representation, as put 
forth in the defence before the Dikastery. He had 
been accustomed constantly to hear, even from his 
childhood, a divine voice—interfering, at moments 
when he was about to act, in the way of restraint, 
but never in the way of instigation. Such pro- 
hibitory warning was wont to come upon him very 

1 Xenoph. Mem. i. 1, 2, 3. 

2 See the conversation of Sokratés (reported by Xenophon, Mem. i. 4, 
15) with Aristodemus, respecting the gods—“‘ What wil? be sufficient 
to persuade you (asks Sokratés) that the gods care about you?” 
“When they send me special monitors, as you say that they do to you 
(replies Aristodemus), to tell me what to do, and what not to do.” To 
which Sokratés replied, that they answer the questions of the Athe- 
nians, by-replies of the oracle—and that they send prodigies (τέρατα) 
by way of information to the Grecks generally. He further advises 
Aristodemus to pay assiduous court (θεραπεύειν) to the gods, in order 
to see whether they will not send Aim monitury information about 
doubtful events (1. 4, 18). 

So again in his conversation with Euthydemus, the latter says to him 
—Zoi δὲ, ὦ Σώκρατες, ἐοίκασιν ἔτι φιλικώτερον ἣ τοῖς ἄλλοις 
χρῆσθαι, otye μηδὲ ἐπερωτώμενοι ὑπὸ σοῦ προσημαίνουσιν, ἅτε χρὴ ποιεῖν 
καὶ ἃ μή (iv. 3, 12). 

Compare i. 1, 19; and iv. 8, 11—where this perpetual communica- 


tion and advice from the gods is employed as an evidence to prove the 
superior piety of Sokratés. 
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frequently, not merely on great, but even on small 
occasions, intercepting what he was about to do or 
to say’. Though later writers speak of this as the 
demon or genius of Sokratés, he himself does 
not personify it, but treats it merely as a ‘‘ divine 
sign, a prophetic or supernatural voice*.”” He was 
accustomed not only to obey it implicitly, but to 
speak of it publicly and familiarly to others, so that 


1 Plato, Ap. Sok. c. 19. p. 31 Ὁ. τούτον δὲ αἴτιόν ἐστιν (that is, the 
reason why Sokratés had never entered on public life) ὃ ὑμεῖς ἐμοῦ 
πολλάκις ἀκηκόατε πολλαχοῦ λέγοντος, ὅτι μοι θεῖόν τι καὶ δαι- 
μόνιον γίγνεται, ὃ δὴ καὶ ἐν τῇ γραφῇ ἐπικωμωδὼν Μέλητος ἐγράψατο. 
᾿Εμοὶ δὲ τοῦτ᾽ ἐστὶν ἐκ παιδὸς ἀρξάμενον, φωνή τις γιγνομένη, ἣ ὅταν 
γένηται, ἀεὶ ἀποτρέπει με τούτου ὃ ἂν μέλλω πράττειν, προτρέπει δὲ 
οὔποτε. Τοῦτ᾽ ἐστὶν ὅ μοι ἐναντιοῦται τὰ πολιτικὰ πράττειν. 

Again, c. 5]. p. 40 A, he tells the Dikasts, after his condemnation— 
Ἢ yap εἰωθυῖά μοι μαντικὴ ἡ τοῦ δαιμονίου ἐν μὲν τῷ πρόσθεν χρόνῳ 
παντὶ πάνυ πυκνὴ ἀεὶ ἦν καὶ πάνυ ἐπὶ σμικροῖς ἐναντιουμένη, 
εἴ τι μέλλοιμι μὴ ὀρθῶς πράξειν. Νυνὶ δὲ ξυμβέβηκέ μοι, ἅπερ 
ὁρᾶτε καὶ αὐτοὶ, ταντὶ, ἅ γε δὴ οἰηθείη ἄν τις καὶ νομίζεται ἔσχατα κακῶν 
εἶναι. Ἐμοὶ δὲ οὔτε ἐξίοντι ἕωθεν οἴκοθεν ἠναντιώθη τὸ τοῦ θεοῦ 
σημεῖον, οὔτε ἡνίκα ἀνέβαινον ἐνταυθοῖ ἐπὶ τὸ δικαστήριον, αὔτ᾽ ἐν τῷ 
λόγῳ μέλλοντί τι ἐρεῖν καίτοι ἐν ἄλλοις λόγοις πολλαχοῦ δὴ με 
ἔπεσχε λέγοντα μεταξύ. 

He goes on to infer that his line of defence has been right, and that 
his condemnation is no misfortune to him, but a benefit—seeing that 
the sign has not manifested itself. 

I agree in the opinion of Schleiermacher (in his Preface to his trans- 
lation of the Apology of Sokratés, part i. vol. ii. p. 185, of his general 
translation of Plato’s works), that this defence may be reasonably taken 
as a reproduction by Plato of what Sokratés actually said to the Dikasts 
on his trial. In addition to the reasons given by Schleiermacher there 
is one which may be noticed. Sokratés predicts to the Dikasts, that if 
they put him to death, a great number of young men will forthwith put 
themselves forward to take up the vocation of cross-questioning, who 
will give them more trouble than he has ever done (Plat. Ap. Sok. e. 30. 
p- 39 Ὁ). Now there is no reason to believe that this prediction was 
realized. If therefore Plato puts an erroneous prophecy into the mouth 
of Sokratés, this is probably because Sokratés really made one. 

* The words of Sokratés plainly indicate this meaning: see also a 
good note of Schleiermacher—appended to his translation of the Pla- 
tonic Apology—Platons Werke, part i. vol. i. p. 432. 
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the fact was well known both to his friends and to 
his enemies. It had always forbidden him to enter 
on public life: it forbade him, when the indictment 
was hanging over him, to take any thought for a 
prepared defence’: and so completely did he march 
with a consciousness of this bridle in his mouth, 
that when he felt no check, he assumed that the 
turning which he was about to take was the right 
one. Though his persuasion on the subject was 
unquestionably sincere, and his obedience constant 
—yet he never dwelt upon it himself as anything 
grand, or awful, or entitling him to peculiar de- 
ference ; but spoke of it often in his usual strain of 
familiar playfulness. To his friends generally, it 
seems to have constituted one of his titles to re- 
verence, though neither Plato nor Xenophon scruple 
to talk of it in that jesting way which doubtless 
they caught from himself*. But to his enemies and 
to the Athenian public, it appeared in the light of 
an offensive heresy—an impious innovation on the 
orthodox creed, and a desertion of the recognized 
gods of Athens. 

Such was the Demon or Genius of Sokratés as 
described by himself and as conceived in the genuine 
Platonic dialogues—a voice always prohibitory, and 
bearing exclusively upon his own personal conduct’. 

1 Xenoph. Mem. iv. 8, 5. 

3 Xenoph. Sympos. viii. 5; Plato, Euthydem. c. 5. p. 272 E. 

3 See Plato (Theetet. c. 7. p. 151 A; Phsedrus, c. 20. p. 242 C; 
Republic, vi. 10. p. 496 C)—in addition to the above citations from the 
Apology. 

The passage in the Euthyphron (c. 2. p. 3 B) is somewhat less spe- 
cific. The Pseudo-Platonic dialogue Theagés retains the strictly pro- 


hibitory attribute of the voice, as never in any case impelling; but ex- 
tends the range of the warning, as if it was heard in cases not simply 
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That which Plutarch and other admirers of Sokratés 
conceived as a Demon or intermediate Being be- 
tween gods and men, was looked upon by the fathers 
of the Christian church as a devil—by LeClerc as 
one of the fallen angels—by some other modern 
commentators, as mere ironical phraseology on the 
part of Sokratés himself'. Without presuming to 
determine the question raised in the former hy- 
potheses, I believe the last to be untrue, and that 
the conviction of Sokratés on the point was quite 
sincere. A circumstance little attended to, but de- 
serving peculiar notice, and stated by himself—is, 
that the restraining voice began when he was a 
child, and continued even down to the end of his 
life: it had thus become an established persuasion, 
long before his philosophical habits began. But 
though this peculiar form of inspiration belonged 
exclusively to him, there were also other ways in 
which he believed himself to have received the special 
mandates of the gods, not simply checking him 
when he was about to take a wrong turn, but spur- 
ring him on, directing, and peremptorily exacting 
from him, a positive course of proceeding. Such 


personal to Sokratés himself, but referring to the conduct of his friends 
also (Theagés, c. 1], 12. p. 128, 129). 

Xenophon also neglects the specific attributes, and conceives the 
voice generally as a divine communication with instruction and advice 
to Sokratés, so that he often prophesied to his friends and was always 
right (Memor. i. 1, 2-4; iv. 8, 1). 

1 See Dr. Forster’s note on the Euthyphron of Plato, ec. 2. p. 3. 

The treatise of Plutarch (De Genio Socratis) is full of speculation on 
the subject, but contains nothing about it which can be relied upon as 
matter of fact. There are various stories about prophecies made by 
Sokratés, and verified by the event, c. 11. p. 582. 

See also this matter discussed, with abundant references, in Zeller, 
Philosophie der Griechen, v. ii. p..25-28. 


® 
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distinct mission had been imposed upon him by 
dreams, by oracflar intimations, and by every other 
means which the gods employed for signifying their 
special will'. 

Of these intimations from the oracle, he specifies 
particularly one, in reply to a question put at Delphi, 
by his intimate friend, and enthusiastic admirer, 


Cherephon. The question put was, whether any καὶ 


other man was wiser than Sokratés ; to which the 
Pythian priestess replied, that no other man was 
wiser*. Sokratés affirms that he was greatly per- 
plexed on hearing thi8 declaration from so infallible 
an authority,—being conscious to himself that he 
possessed no wisdom on any subject, great or small. 
At length, after much meditation and a distressing 
mental struggle, he resolved to test the accuracy of 
the infallible priestess, by taking measure of the 
wisdom of others as compared with his own. Se- 
lecting a leading politician, accounted wise both by 
others and by himself, he proceeded to converse 
with him and put scrutinising questions; the answers 
to which satisfied him, that this man’s supposed wis- 
dom was really no wisdom at all. Having made 
such a discovery, Sokratés next tried to demonstrate 
to the politician himself how much he wanted of 
being wise ; but this was impossible: the latter still 
remained as fully persuaded of his own wisdom as 


' Plato, Ap. Sok. c. 22. p. 33 C. ’Epoi δὲ τοῦτο, ὡς ἐγώ φημι, προσ- 
τέτακται ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ πράττειν καὶ ἐκ μαντειῶν καὶ ἐξ ἐνυπνίων, καὶ 
παντὶ τρόπῳ, ᾧπέρ τίς ποτε καὶ ἄλλη θεία μοῖρα ἀνθρώπῳ 
καὶ ὁτιοῦν προσέταξε πράττειν. 

2 Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 5. p. 21 A. Sokratés offers to produce the tes- 
timony of the brother of Chzrephon (the latter himself being dead) to 
attest the reality of this question and answer. 
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before. ‘‘The result which I acquired (says Socra- 
tés) was, that I was a wiser mun than he, for neither 
he nor I knew anything of what was truly good and 
honourable ; but the difference between us was, 
that he fancied he knew them, while I was fully 
conscious of my own ignorance: I was thus wiser 
than he, inasmuch as I was exempt from that capital 
error.” So far therefore the oracle was proved to 
be right. Sokratés repeated the same experiment 
successively upon a great number of different per- 
sons, especially those in reputation for distinguished 
abilities ; first, upon political ‘men and rhetors, next 
upon poets of every variety, and upon artists as well 
as artisans. The result of his trial was substantially 
the same in all cases. The poets indeed composed 
splendid verses, but when questioned even about 
the words, the topics, and the purpose, of their own 
compositions, they could give no consistent or satis- 
factory explanations ; so that it became evident that 
they spoke or wrote, like prophets, as unconscious 
subjects under the promptings of inspiration. More- 
over their success as poets filled them with a lofty 
opinion of their own wisdom on other points also. 
The case was similar with artists and artisans ; who, 
while highly instructed, and giving satisfactory an- 
swers, each in his own particular employment, were 
for that reason only the more convinced that they 
also knew well other great and noble subjects. This 
great general mistake more than countervailed their 
special capacities, and left them, on the whole, less 
wise than Sokratés!. 

‘¢ In this research and scrutiny (said Sokratés on 

' Plato, Ap. Sok. c. 7, 8. p. 22. 
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his defence) 1 have been long engaged, and am still His mission 
engaged. I interrogate every man of reputation: false con. 
I prove him to be defective in wisdom ; but I can- Stet ν 
not prove it so as to make him sensible of the de- °the™ 
fect. Fulfilling the mission imposed upon me, I 

have thus established the veracity of the god, who 

meant to pronounce that human wisdom was of little 

reach or worth, and that he who, like Sokratés, felt 

most convinced of his own worthlessness as to wis- 

dom, was really the wisest of men’. My service to 

the god has not only constrained me to live in con- 

stant poverty * and neglect of political estimation, but 

has brought upon me a host of bitter enemies in 

those whom I have examined and exposed; while 

the bystanders talk of me as a wise man, because 

they give me credit for wisdom respecting all the 

points on which my exposure of others turns.” — 

*¢ Whatever be the danger and obloquy which I may 

incur, it would be monstrous indeed, if having main- 

tained my place in the ranks as an hoplite under 

your generals at Delium and Potidza, I were now, 

from fear of death or anything else, to disobey the 

oracle and desert the post which the god has assigned 

to me—the duty of living for philosophy and cross- 
questioning both myself and others®. And should 


1 Plato, Ap. Sok. Ἂς. 9. p. 23. I give here the sense rather than the 
exact words—Otros ὑμῶν σοφώτατός ἐστιν, ὅστις ὥσπερ Σωκράτης 
ἔγνωκεν ὅτι οὐδενὸς ἄξιός ἐστι τῇ ἀληθείᾳ πρὸς σοφίαν. 

Ταῦτ᾽ ἐγὼ μὲν ἔτι καὶ νῦν περιϊὼν ζητῶ καὶ ἐρευνῶ κατὰ τὸν θεὸν, καὶ 
τῶν ἀστῶν καὶ τῶν ξένων ἄν τινα οἴωμαι σοφὸν εἶναι" καὶ ἐπειδάν μοι 
μὴ δοκῇ, τῷ θεῷ βοηθῶν ἐνδείκνυμαι ὅτι οὔκ ἐστι σοφός. 

2 Plato, Ap. Sok. c. 9. p. 23 A-C. 

«έν πενίᾳ μυρίᾳ εἰμὶ, διὰ τὴν τοῦ θεοῦ λάτρειαν. 

8 Plato, Ap. Sok. Ἂς. 17. p. 29. Τοῦ δὲ θεοῦ τάττοντος, ὡς ἐγὼ φήθην 

καὶ ὑπέλαβον, φιλοσοφοῦντά με δεῖν ζῇν, καὶ ἐξετάζοντα ἐμαντὸν καὶ τοὺς 
202 


564 HISTORY OF GREECE. [Part II. 


you even now offer to acquit me, on condition of my 
renouncing this duty,—lI should tell you, with all 
respect and affection, that I will obey the god rather 
than you, and that I will persist until my dying day, 
in cross-questioning you, exposing your want of 
wisdom and virtue, and reproaching you until the 
defect be remedied'!. My mission as your monitor 
is a mark of the special favour of the god to you; 
and if you condemn me, it will be your loss; for 
you will find none other such*. Perhaps you will 
ask me, Why cannot you go away, Sokratés, and 
live amonz us in peace and silence? This is the 
hardest of all questions for me to answer to your 
satisfaction. If I tell you that silence on my part 
would be disobedience to the god, you will think 
me in jest and not believe me. You will believe 
me still less, if I tell you that the greatest blessing ° 
which can happen to man is, to carry on discussions 
every day about virtue and those other matters 
which you bear me canvassing when I cross-examine 
myself as well as others —and that life without such 
examination is no life at all. Nevertheless so stands 
the fact, incredible as it may seem to you®.”’ 


ἄλλους, ἐνταῦθα δὲ φοβηθεὶς 7 θάνατον ἣ ἄλλο ὁτιοῦν πρᾶγμα λίποιμι 
τὴν τάξιν. 

1 Plato, Ap. Sok. ς. 17. p. 29 C. 

3 Plato, Ap. Sok. c. 18. p. 30 Ὁ. 

2 Plato, Ap. Sok. c. 28. p. 38 A. Ἐάν re yap λέγω, ὅτι τῷ θεῷ ἀπειθεῖν 
τοῦτ᾽ ἐστὶ, καὶ διὰ rovr’ ἀδύνατον ἡσυχίαν ἄγειν, ov πείσεσθέ μοι ὡς 
εἰρωνευομένῳ᾽ ἐάν r αὖ λέγω ὅτι καὶ τυγχάνει μέγιστον ἀγαθὸν ὃν 
ἀνθρώπῳ τοῦτο, ἑκάστης ἡμέρας περὶ ἀρετῆς τοὺς λόγους ποιεῖσθαι καὶ 
τῶν ἄλλων, περὶ ὧν ὑμεῖς ἐμοῦ ἀκούετε διαλεγομένου καὶ ἐμαντὸν καὶ 
ἄλλους ἐξετάζοντος--- δὲ ἀνεξεταστὸς βίος οὐ βιωτὸς ἀνθρώπῳ (these 
last striking words are selected by Dr. Hutcheson as the motto for his 
his Synopsis Philosophise Moralis)—ravra δὲ ἔτι ἧττον πείσεσθέ μοι 
λέγοντι. ᾿ς 


Caap. LXVIII.] UNPOPULAR EXAMINATION. 565 


I have given rather ample extracts from the Pla- 
tonic Apology, because no one can conceive fairly 
the character of Sokratés who does not enter into 
the spirit of that impressive discourse. We see in 
it plain evidence of the marked supernatural mis- 
sion which he believed himself to be executing, and 
which would not allow him to rest or employ him- 
self in other ways. The oracular answer brought 
by Cherephon from Delphi, was a fact of far more 
importance in his history than his so-called Demon, 
about which so much more has been said. That 
answer, together with the dreams and other divine 
mandates concurrent to the same end, came upon 
him in the middle of his life, when the intellectual 
man was formed and when he had already acquired 
a reputation for wisdom among those who knew 
him. It supplied a stimulus which brought into 
the most pronounced action a pre-existing train of 
generalising dialectics and Zenonian negation—an 
intellectual vein with which the religious impulse 
rarely comes into confluence. Without such a 
motive, to which his mind was péculiarly suscep- 
tible, his conversation would probably have taken 
the same general turn, but would assuredly have 
been restricted within much narrower and more 
cautious limits. For nothing could well be more 
unpopular and obnoxious than the task which he 
undertook of cross-examining, and convicting of 
ignorance, every distinguished man whom he could 
approach. So violent indeed was the enmity which 
he occasionally provoked, that there were instances 
(we are told) in which he was struck or maltreated’, 


1 Diogen. Laért. ii. 21. 
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and very frequently laughed to scorn. Though he 
acquired much admiration from auditors, especially 
youthful auditors,—and from a few devoted adhe- 
rents—yet the philosophical motive alone would not 
have sufficed to prompt him to that systematic, 
and even obtrusive, cross-examination which he 
adopted as the business of his life. 

This then is the second peculiarity which distin- 
guishes Sokratés,—in addition to his extreme pub- 
licity of life and indiscriminate conversation. He 
was not simply a philosopher, but a religious mis- 
sionary doing the work of philosophy—*“‘ an elench- 
tic or cross-examining god (to use an expression 
which Plato puts into his mouth respecting an Elea- 
tic philosopher) going about to examine and con- 
vict the infirm in reason .” Nothing of this cha- 
racter belonged either to Parmenidés and Anaxago- 
ras before him, or to Plato and Aristotle after him. 
Both Rythagoras and Empedoklés did indeed lay 
claim to supernatural communications, mingled with 
their philosophical teaching. But though there be 
thus far a general analogy between them and Sokra- 
tés, the modes of manifestation were so utterly dif- 
ferent, that no fair comparison can be instituted. 

The third and most important characteristic of 
Sokratés—that, through which the first and second 
became operative—was his intellectual peculiarity. 
His influence on the speculative mind of his age 
was marked and important, as to subject, as to 
method, and as to doctrine. 

1 Plato, Sophistés, c. 1. p. 216—the expression is applied to the 
Eleatic Stranger who sustains the chief part in that dialogue—Td,’ ἂν 


οὖν καὶ σοί τις οὗτος τῶν κρειττόνων συνέποιτο, φαύλους ἡμᾶς ὄντας ἐν 
τοῖς λόγοις ἐποψόμενος καὶ ἐλέγξων, θεὸς ὦν τις ἐλεγκτικός. 
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He was the first who turned his thoughts and He opened 


discussions distinctly to the subject of ethics. With new subject 


examination had been Nature or the Kosmos’ as 
one undistinguishable whole, blending together cos- 
mogony, astronomy, geometry, physics, metaphy- 
sics, &c. The Ionic as well as the Eleatic phi- 
losophers, Pythagoras as well as Empedoklés, all 
set before themselves this vast and undefined pro- 
blem ; each framing some system suited to his own 
vein of imagination, religious, poetical, scientific, or 
sceptical. According to that honourable ambition 
for enlarged knowledge, however, which marked 
the century following 480 3.c., and of which the 
professional men called Sophists were at once the 
products and the instruments—arithmetic, geometry 
and astronomy, as much as was then known, were 
becoming so far detached sciences, as to be taught 
separately to youth. Such appears to have been 
the state of science when Sokratés received his 
education. He received at least the ordinary amount 
of instruction in all*: he devoted himself as a young 
man to the society and lessons of the physical phi- 
losopher Archelaus® (the disciple of Anaxagoras), 

' Xenoph. Mem. i. 1, 11. Οὐδὲ yap περὶ τὴς τῶν πάντων φύσεως, 
ἧπερ τῶν ἄλλων οἱ πλεῖστοι, διελέγετο, σκοπῶν ὅπως ὁ καλούμενος ὑπὸ 
τῶν σοφιστῶν Κόσμος ἔχει, &c. 

Plato, Pheedon, c. 45. p. 96 Β. ταύτης τῆς σοφίας, ἣν δὴ καλοῦσι 
περὶ φύσεως ἱστορίαν. 

2 Xenoph. Memor. iv. 7, 3-5. 

8 Ion, Chius, Fragm. 9. ap. Didot. Fragm. Historic. Grecor. 
Diogen. Laért. ii. 16-19. 

Ritter (Gesch. der Philos. vol. ii. ch. 2. p. 79) calls in question the 
assertion that Sokratés received instruction from Archelaus; in my 


judgment, without the least reason, since Ion of Chios is a good con- 
temporary witness. He even denies that Sokratés received any instruc- 


scientific 


the philosophers who preceded him, the subject of diseuseio 


n. 
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whom he accompanied from Athens to Samos ; and 
there is even reason to believe that during the 
earlier part of his life he was much devoted to what 
was then understood as the general study of Nature’. 
A man of his earnest and active intellect was likely 
first to manifest his curiosity as a learner—‘‘ to run 
after and track the various discourses of others, like 
a Laconian hound,” if I may borrow an expression 
applied to him by Plato*—before he struck out any 
novelties of his own. And in Plato’s dialogue called 
‘Parmenidés,’ Sokratés appears as a young man full 
of ardour for the discussion of the Parmenidean 
theory, looking up with reverence to Parmenidés 


tion in philosophy at all, on the authority of a passage in the Symposion 
of Xenophon, where Sokratés is made to speak of himself as ἡμᾶς δὲ ὁρᾶς 
atroupyous τινας τῆς φιλοσοφίας ὄντας (1,5). But it appears to me 
that that expression implies nothing more than a sneering antithesis 
(so frequent both in Plato and Xenophon) with the costly lessons given 
by Protagoras, Gorgias and Prodikus. It cannot be understood to deny 
instruction given to Sokratés in the earlier portion of his life. 

1 T think that the expression in Plato’s Phzedo, c. 102. p. 96 A. ap- 
plies to Sokratés himself, and not to Plato—ra ye ἐμὰ sa6n—means the 
mental tendencies of Sokratés when a young man. 

Respecting the physical studies probably sought and cultivated by 
Sokratés in the earlier years of his life, see the instructive Dissertatiog 
of Tychsen—Ueber den Prozess des Sokratés—in the Bibliothek der 
Alten Literatur und Kunst—Erstes Stiick, p. 43. 

? Plato, Parmenid. p. 128 C. καίτοι ὥσπερ ye αἱ Λάκαιναι σκύλακες, 
εὖ perabeis καὶ lyvevers τὰ λεχθέντα, &e. 

Whether Sokratés can be properly said to have been the pupil of 
Anaxagoras and Archelaus, is a question of little moment, which hardly 
merited the scepticism of Bayle (Anaxagoras, note R; Archelaus, note 
A: compare Schanbach, Anaxagore Fragmenta, p. 23, 27). That he 
would seek to acquaint himself with their doctrines, and improve him- 
self by communicating personally with them, is a matter so probable, 
that the slenderest testimony suffices to make us believe it. Moreover, 
as I have before remarked, we have here a good contemporary witness, 
Ion of Chios, to the fact of his intimacy with Archelaus. In no other 
sense than this could a man like Sokratés be said to be the pupil of any 
one. 
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and Zeno, and receiving from them instructions in 
the process of dialectical investigation. I have 
already in the preceding chapter’ noted the tenor 
of that dialogue as illustrating the way in which 
Grecian philosophy presents itself, even at the first 
dawn of dialectics, as at once negative and positive, 
recognizing the former branchof method no less than 
the latter as essential to the attainment of truth. I 
construe it as an indication respecting the early 
mind of Sokratés, imbibing this conviction from the 
ancient Parmenidés and the mature and practised 
Zeno—and imposing upon himself, as a condition 
of assent to any hypothesis or doctrine, the obliga- 
tion of setting forth conscientiously all that could 
be said against it, not less than all that could be 
said in its favour: however laborious such a process 
might be, and however little appreciated by the 
multitude*. Little as we know the circumstances 
which went to form the remarkable mind of So- 
kratés, we may infer from this dialogue that he owes 
in part his powerful negative vein of dialectics to 
‘the double-tongued and all-objecting Zeno’.”’ 

To a mind at all exigent on the score of proof, 
physical science as handled in that day was indeed 


likely to appear not only unsatisfactory, but hope- ἃ 


less ; and Sokratés, in the maturity of his life, de- 
serted it altogether. ‘The contradictory hypotheses 


1 See the chapter immediately preceding, p. 472. 

2 See the remarkable passage in Plato’s Parmenidés, p. 135 C to 
136 E, of which a portion has already been cited in my note to the 
preceding chapter, referred to in the note above. 

? Timon the Sillographer ap. Diogen. Laért. ix. 25. 

᾿Αμφοτερογλώσσον δὲ μέγα σθένος οὐκ ἀλαπαδνὸν 
Ζήνωνος, πάντων ἐπιλήπτορος, &c. 
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which he heard, with the impenetrable confusion 
which overhung the subject, brought him even to 
the conviction, that the gods intended the machinery 
by which they brought about astronomical and phy- 
sical results to remain unknown, and that it was 
impious, as well as useless, to pry into their secrets’. 
His master Archelaus, though mainly occupied with 
physics, also speculated more or less concerning 
moral subjects—concerning justice and injustice, 
the laws, &c.; and is said to have maintained the 
tenet, that justice and injustice were determined by 
law or convention, not by nature. From him, per- 
haps, Sokratés may have been partly led to turn 
his mind in this direction. But to a man disap- 
pointed with physics, and having in his.bosom a 
dialectical impulse powerful, unemployed, and rest- 
less—the mere realities of Athenian life, even with- 
out Archelaus, would suggest human relations, du- 
ties, action and suffering, as the most interesting 
materials for contemplation and discourse. So- 
kratés could not ‘go into the public assembly, the 
Dikastery, or even the theatre—without hearing 
discussions about what was just or unjust, honour- 
able or base, expedient or hurtful, &c., nor without 
having his mind conducted to the inquiry, what 
was the meaning of these large words which opposing 
disputants often invoked with equal reverential con- 
fidence. Along with the dialectic and generalising 


1 Xenoph. Mem. iv. 7, 6. Ὅλως δὲ τῶν οὐρανίων, 7 ἕκαστα ὁ θεὸς 
μηχανᾶται, φροντιστὴν γίγνεσθαι dwérperev’ οὔτε yap εὑρετὰ ἀνθρώποις 
αὐτὰ ἐνόμιζεν εἶναι, οὔτε χαρίζεσθαι θεοῖς ἂν ἡγεῖτο τὸν ζητοῦντα, ἃ 
ἐκεῖνοι σαφηνίσαι οὐκ ἐβουλήθησαν. Κινδυνεῦσαι δ᾽ ἂν ἔφη καὶ παρα- 
φρονῆσαι τὸν ταῦτα μεριμνῶντα, οὐδὲν ἧττον ἣ ᾿Αναξαγόρας παρεφρόνησεν, 
ὁ τὰ μέγιστα φρονήσας ἐπὶ τῷ τὰς τῶν θεῶν μηχανὰς ἐξηγεῖσθαι. 
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power of Sokratés, which formed his bond of con- 
nection with such minds as Plato—there was at the 
same time a vigorous practicality, a large stock of 
positive Athenian experience, with which Xenophon 
chiefly sympathised and which he has brought out 
in his ‘Memorabilia.’ Of these two intellectual 
tendencies, combined with a strong religious senti- 
ment, the character of Sokratés is composed ; and 
all of them were gratified at once, when he devoted 
himself to admonitory interrogation on the rules 
and purposes of human life ; from which there was 
the less to divert him, as he had neither talents nor 
taste for public speaking. 

That ‘‘the proper study of mankind is man'”— 
Sokratés was the first to proclaim: he recognised 
the security and happiness of man both as the single 
end of study, and as the limiting principle whereby 
it ought to be circumscribed. In the present state 
to which science has attained, nothing is more curi- 
ous than to look back at the rules which this emi- 
nent man laid down. Astronomy—now exhibiting 
the maximum of perfection, with the largest and most 
exact power of predicting future phenomena, which 
human science has ever attained—was pronounced 
by him to be among the divine mysteries which it 
was impossible to understand, and madness to in- 
vestigate—as Anaxagoras had foolishly pretended 
to do. He admitted indeed that there was advan- 
tage in knowing enough of the movements of the 
heavenly bodies to serve as an index to the change 
of seasons, and as guides for voyages, journeys by 


1 Xenoph. Mem. i. 1, 16. Αὐτὸς δὲ περὶ τῶν ἀνθρωπείων ἀεὶ διε- 
λέγετο, &c. Compare the whole of this chapter. 
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land, or night-watches: but thus much (he said) 
might easily be obtained from pilots and watchmen 
—while all beyond was nothing but waste of valua- 
ble time, exhausting that mental effort which ought 
to be employed in profitable acquisitions. He re- 
duced geometry to its literal meaning of land-mea- 
suring, necessary so far as to enable any one to 
proceed correctly in the purchase, sale, or division 
of land, which any man of common attention might 
do almost without a teacher—but silly and wortb- 
less, if carried beyond, to the study of complicated 
diagrams!. Respecting arithmetic, he gave the same 
qualified permission of study; but as to general 
physics, or the study of Nature, he discarded it 
altogether: ‘‘ Do these inquirers (he asked) think 
that they already know human affairs well enough, 
that they thus begin to meddle with divine? Do 
they think that they shall be able to excite or calm 
the winds and the rain at pleasure, or have they no 
other view than to gratify an idle curiosity ? Surely 
they must see that such matters are beyond human 
investigation. Let them only recollect how much 
the greatest men, who have attempted the investi- 
gation, differ in their pretended results, holding 
opinions extreme and opposite to each other, like 
those of madmen!” Such was the view which So- 
kratés took of physical science and its prospects’. 


? Xenoph. Mem. iv. 7, 5. 

7 Xenoph. Mem. i. 1, 12-15. Plato entertained much larger views 
on the subject of physical and astronomical studies than either Sokratés 
or Xenophon: see Plato, Phedrus, c. 120. p. 270A; and Republic, vii. 
ce. 6-11. p. 522 seq. 

His treatise De Legibus, however, written in his old age, falls below 
this tone. 
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It is the very same scepticism in substance, and 
carried farther in degree, though here invested with 
a religious colouring—for which Ritter and others 
so severely denounce Gorgias. But looking at 
matters as they stood in 440-430 B.c., it ought not 
to be accounted even surprising, much less blame- 
able. To an acute man of that day, physical sci- 
ence as then studied may well be conceived to 
have promised no result ; and even to have seemed 
worse than barren, if (like Sokratés) he had an acute 
perception how much of human happiness was for- 
feited by immorality, and by corrigible ignorance— 
how much might be gained by devoting the same 
amount of earnest study to this latter object. Nor 
ought we to omit remarking, that the objection of 
Sokratés—‘‘ You may judge how unprofitable are 
these studies, by observing how widely the students 
differ among themselves’’— remains in high favour 
down to the present day, and may constantly be 
seen employed against theoretical men or theoretical 
arguments, in every department. 

Sokratés desired to confine the studies of his 
hearers to human matters as distinguished from 
divine—the latter comprehending astronomy and 
physics. He looked at all knowledge from the point 
of view of human practice, which had been assigned 
by the gods to man as his proper subject for study 
and learning, and with reference to which, therefore, 
they managed all the current phenomena upon prin- 
ciples of constant and intelligible sequence—so that 
everyone who chose to learn, might learn—while 
those who took no such pains suffered for their 
neglect. Even in these, however, the most careful 
study was not by itself completely sufficient ; for the 
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gods did not condescend to submit all the phe- 
nomena to constant antecedence and consequence, 
but reserved to themselves the capital turns and 
junctures for special sentence’. Yet here again, if 
a man had been diligent in learning all that the gods 
permitted to be learnt—and if, besides, he was 
assiduous in pious court to them and in soliciting 
special information by way of prophecy—they would 
be gracious to him, and signify beforehand how they 
intended to act in putting the final hand and in 
settling the undecipherable portions of the problem’. 
The kindness of the gods in replying through their 
oracles, or sending information by sacrificial signs 
or prodigies, in cases of grave difficulty—was, in the 
view of Sokratés, one of the most signal evidences 
of their care for the human race’. To seek access 
to these prophecies, or indications of special divine 
intervention to come, was the proper supplementary 
business of any one who had done as much for him- 
self as could be done by patient study*. But as it 
was madness in a man to solicit special information 
from the gods on matters which they allowed bim 

1 Xenoph. Mem. i. 1, 7. Kal τοὺς μέλλοντας οἴκους τε καὶ πόλεις 
καλῶς οἷκήσειν, μαντικῆς ἔφη προσδεῖσθαι. Texrosixdy μὲν γὰρ, ἣ 
χαλκευτικὸν, ἢ γεωργικὸν, ἣ ἀνθρώπων ἀρχικὸν, ἣ τῶν τοιούτων ἔργων 
ἐξεταστικὸν, ἣ λογιστικὸν, ἣ οἰκονομικὸν, ἢ στρατηγικὸν γενέσθαι----πάντα 
τὰ τοιαῦτα μαθήματα καὶ ἀνθρώπον γνώμῃ αἱρετέα ἐνόμιζεν εἶναι" 
Ta δὲ μέγιστα τῶν ἐν τούτοις ἔφη τοὺς θεοὺς ἑαυτοῖς καταλεί- 
πεσθαι, ὧν οὐδὲν δῆλον εἶναι τοῖς ἀνθρώποις, &e. 

3. Xenoph. Mem. i. 1, 9-19. "Ἔφη δὲ δεῖν, ἃ μὲν μαθόντας ποιεῖν 
ἔδωκαν οἱ θεοὶ, μανθάνειν. ἃ δὲ μὴ δῆλα τοῖς ἀνθρώποις ἐστι, πειρᾶσθαι 
διὰ μαντικῆς παρὰ τῶν θεῶν πυνθάνεσθαι" τοὺς γὰρ θεοὺς, οἷς ἂν ἱλέῳ 
ὦσι, σημαίνειν. 

3 Xenoph. Mem. i. 4, 15; iv. 3,12. When Xenophon was delibera- 
ting whether he should take military service under Cyrus the younger, 
he consulted Sokratés, who advised him to go to Delphi and submit the 


case to the oracle (Xen. Anabas. iii. 1, 5). 
* Xenoph. Mem. iv. 7, 10. 


— 
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to learn by his own diligence—so it was not less 
madness in him to investigate as a learner that 
which they chose to keep back for their own spe- 
cialty of will’. 

Such was the capital innovation made by Sokra- Importance 
tés in regard to the subject of Athenian study, novation— 
bringing down philosophy (to use the expression of of new and 
Cicero)? from the heavens to the earth; and such *<ccsttle | 
his attempt to draw the line between that which brought 
was, and was not, scientifically discoverable—an cudan. 
attempt, remarkable, inasmuch as it shows his con- | 
viction that the scientific and the religious point of 
view mutually excluded one another, so that where 
the latter began, the former ended. It was an in- 
novation, inestimable, in respect to the new matter 
which if let in ; of little import, as regards that which 
it professed to exclude. For in point of fact, physical 
science, though partially discouraged, was never ab- 
solutely excluded, through any prevalence of that 
systematic disapproval which he, in common with 
the multitude of his day, entertained : if it became 
comparatively neglected, this arose rather from the. 
greater popularity, and the more abundant and ac- 
cessible matter, of that which he introduced. Phy- 
sical or astronomical science was narrow in amount, 
known only to few, and even with those few it did 
not admit of being expanded, enlivened, or turned 
to much profitable account in discussion. But the 
moral and political phenomena on which Sokratés 
turned the light of speculation were abundant, va- 
ried, familiar, and interesting to every one ; com- 
prising (to translate a Greek line which he was fond 


1 Xenoph. Mem. i. 1,9; iv. 7,6. | 7 Cicero, Tuse. Disp. v. 4, 10, 
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of quoting) ‘‘ all the good and evil which has be- 
fallen you in your home’;” connected too, not 
merely with the realities of the present, but also 
with the literature of the past, through the gnomic 
and other poets. 

The motives which determined this important 
innovation, as to subject of study, exhibit Sokratés 
chiefly as a religious man and a practical, philan- 
thropic preceptor—the Xenophontic hero. His in- 
novations, not less important, as to method and 
doctrine, place before us the philosopher and dialec- 
ticlan—the other side of his character, or the Pla- 
tonic hero; faintly traced indeed, yet still recog- 
nised and identified by Xenophon. 

‘‘ Sokratés (says the latter?) continued incessantly 
discussing human affairs (the sense of this word 
will be understood by what has been said above, 
p. 572), investigating— What is piety? What is 
impiety? What is the honourable and the base ? 
What is the just and the unjust? What is tem- 
perance, or unsound mind? What is courage or 
cowardice ? What is a city? What is the cha- 
racter fit for a citizen? What is authority over 
men? What is the character befitting the exercise 
of such authority? and other similar questions. 
Men who knew these matters he accounted good 
and honourable ; men who were ignorant of them, 
he assimilated to slaves.” 

Sokratés (says Xenophon again, in another 
passage) considered that the dialectic process con- 
sisted in coming together and taking common coun- 


1 Ὅττε roe ἐν μεγάροισι κακόν τ᾽ ἀγαθόν re τέτυκται. 


3 Xenoph. Mem. i. 1, 16. 
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sel, to distinguish and distribute things into Genera 
or Families, so as to learn what each separate thing 
really was. To go through this process carefully 
was indispensable, as the only way of enabling a 
man to regulate his own conduct, aiming at good 
objects and avoiding bad. To be so practised as 
to be able to do it readily, was essential to make a 
man a good leader or adviser of others. Every man 
who had gone through the process, and come to 
know what each thing was, could also of course 
define it and explain it to others ; but if he did not 
know, it was no wonder that he went wrong him- 
self, and put others wrong besides'. Moreover, 
Aristotle says—‘‘ To Sokratés we may unquestion- 
ably assign two novelties—Inductive Discourses— 
and the Definitions of general terms*.” 

I borrow here intentionally from Xenophon in 


1 Xenoph. Mem. iv. δ, 11, 12. ᾿Αλλὰ τοῖς ἐγκράτεσι μόνοις ἔξεστί 
σκοπεῖν τὰ κράτιστα τῶν πραγμάτων, καὶ λόγῳ καὶ ἔργῳ διαλέγον- 
τας κατὰ γένη, τὰ μὲν ἀγαθὰ προαιρεῖσθαι, τῶν δὲ κακῶν ἀπέχεσθαι. 
Καὶ οὕτως ἔφη ἀρίστους τε καὶ εὐδαιμονεστάτους ἄνδρας γίγνεσθαι, καὶ 
διαλέγεσθαι δυνατωτάτους. “Edn δὲ καὶ τὸ διαλέγεσθαι ὀνομασθῆναι, 
ἐκ τοῦ συνίοντας κοινῇ βουλεύεσθαι διαλέγοντας κατὰ γένη 
τὰ πράγματα' δεῖν οὖν πειρᾶσθαι ὅτι μάλιστα πρὸς τοῦτο ἕτοιμον 
ἑαυτὸν παρασκενάζειν, καὶ τούτου μάλιστα ἐπιμελεῖσθαι" ἐκ τούτου γὰρ 
γίγνεσθαι ἄνδρας ἀμίστους τε καὶ ἡγεμονικωτάτους καὶ διαλεκτικωτάτους. 

Surely the etymology here given by Xenophon or Sokratés of the 
word διαλέγεσθαι, cannot be considered as satisfactory ? 

Again, iv. 6,1. Σωκράτης δὲ τοὺς μὲν εἰδότας Ti ἕκαστον εἴη τῶν ὄντων, 
ἐνόμιζε καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις ἂν ἐξηγεῖσθαι δύνασθαι" τοὺς δὲ μὴ εἰδότας, οὐδὲν 
ἔφη θαυμαστὸν εἶναι, αὐτοὺς δὲ σφάλλεσθαι καὶ ἄλλους σφάλλειν. Ὧν 
ἕνεκα σκοπῶν σὺν τοῖς συνοῦσι, τι ἕκαστον εἴη τῶν ὄντων, οὐδέποτ᾽ ἔληγε" 
Πάντα μὲν οὖν, 7 διωρίζετο, πολὺ ἂν ἔργον εἴη διεξελθεῖν ἐν ὅσοις 
δὲ καὶ τὸν τρόπον τῆς ἐπισκέψεως δηλώσειν οἶμαι, τοσαῦτα λέξω. 

2 Aristot. Metaphys. i. 6, 8. p. 987 b. Σωκράτους δὲ περὶ μὲν τὰ ἠθικὰ 
πραγματενομένου, περὶ δὲ τῆς ὅλης φύσεως οὐδὲν---ἐν μέντοι τούτοις τὸ 
καθόλου ζητοῦντος καὶ περὶ ὁρισμῶν ἐπιστήσαντος πρώτου τὴν διάνοιαν, 


&c. Again, xiii. 4, 6-8. p. 1078 b. Δύο γάρ ἐστιν ἅ τις ἂν ἀποδοίη 
VOL. VIII. 2P 
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preference to Plato; since the former, tamely de- 
scribing a process which he imperfectly appre- 
ciated, identifies it so much the more completely 
with the real Sokratés—and is thus a better witness 
than Plato, whose genius not only conceived but 
greatly enlarged it for didactic purposes of his 
own. In our present state of knowledge, some 
mental effort is required to see anything important 
in the words of Xenophon; so familiar has every 
student been rendered with the ordinary terms 
and gradations of logic and classification,—such 
as Genus—Definition—Individual things as com- 
prehended in a Genus—what each thing is, and to 
what genus it belongs, &c. But familiar as these 
words have now become, they denote a mental pro- 
cess, of which, in 440-430 8.c., few men besides 
Sokratés had any conscious perception. Of course 
men conceived and described things in classes, as is 
implied in the very form of language, and in the 
habitual junction of predicates with subjects in com- 
mon speech. They explained their meaning clearly 
and forcibly in particular cases: they laid down 


Σωκράτει δικαίως, τοὺς τ᾽ ἐπακτικοὺς λόγους καὶ τὸ ὁρίζεσθαι καθ- 
ὅλον : compare xii. 9, 35. p. 1086 b; Cicero, Topic. x. 42. 

These two attributes, of the discussions carried on by Sokratés, explain 
the epithet attached to him by Timon the Sillographer, that he was the 
leader and originator of the accurate talkers— 

"Ex δ᾽ dpa τῶν ἀπέκλινε λιθοξόος, ἐννομολέσχης, 

Ἑλλήνων ἐπαοιδὸς ἀκριβολόγονς ἀποφήνας, 

Μυκτὴρ, ῥητορόμυκτος, ὑπαττικὸς, εἰρωνεύτης. 
(ap. Diog. Laért. ii. 19.) 

To a large proportion of hearers of that time (as of other times), ac- 
curate thinking and talking appeared petty and in bad taste—17 ἀκριβο- 
λογία μικροπρεπές (Aristot. Ethic. Nikomach. iv. 4. p. 1122 b; also 
Aristot. Metaphys. 11. 3. p. 995 a). Even Plato thinks himself obliged 
to make a sort of apology for it (Thestet.c. 102. p.1¢4C). No doubt 
Timon used the word ἀκριβολύγους in a sneering sense. 
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maxims, argued questions, stated premises, and 
drew conclusions, on trials in the Dikastery, or de- 
bates in the assembly: they had an abundant poe- 
tical literature, which appealed to every variety of 
emotion: they were beginning to compile historical 
narrative, intermixed with reflection and criticism. 
But though all this was done, and often admirably 
well done, it was wanting in that analytical con- 
sclousness which would have enabled any one to 
describe, explain, or vindicate what he was doing. 
The ideas of men—speakers as well as hearers, the 
productive minds as wel as the recipient multitude 
—were associated together in groups favourable 
rather to emotional results, or to poetical, rhetorical, 
narrative and descriptive effect, than to methodical 
generalisation, to scientific conception, or to proof 
either inductive or deductive. That reflex act of 
attention which enables men to understand, com- 
pare, and rectify, their own mental process, was only 
just beginning. It was a recent novelty on the part 
of the rhetorical teachers, to analyse the component 
parts of a public harangue, dnd to propound some 
precepts for making men tolerable speakers. Pro- 
tagoras was just setting forth various grammatical 
distinctions, while Prodikus discriminated the sig- 
nifications of words nearly equivalent and liable to 
be confounded. All these proceedings appeared 
then so new! as to incur the ridicule even of Plato: 
yet they were branches of that same analytical ten- 


How slowly grammatical analysis proceeded among the Greeks, 
and how long it was before they got at what are now elementary ideas 
in every instructed man’s mind—may be seen in Grafenhahn, Geschichte 
der Klassischen Philologie im Altcrthum, 8. 89-92, &c. On this point, 
these Sophists seem to have been decidedly in advance of their age. 
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dency which Sokratés now carried into scientific 
inquiry. It may be doubted whether any one before 
him ever used the words Genus and Species (origi- 
nally meaning Family and Form) in the philosophi- 
cal sense now exclusively appropriated to them. 
Not one of those many names (called by logicians 
names of the second intention), which imply distinct 
attention to various parts of the logical process, 
and enable us to consider and criticise it in detail— 
then existed. All of them grew out of the schools 
of Plato, Aristotle, and the subsequent philosophers, 
so that we can thus trace them in their beginning to 
the common root and father, Sokratés. 

To comprehend the full value of the improve- 
ments struck out by Sokratés, we have only to 
examine the intellectual paths pursued by his pre- 
decessors or contemporaries. He set to himself 
distinct and specific problems—‘‘ What is justice ? 
What is piety, courage, political government ? What 
is it which is really denoted by such great and im- 
portant names, bearing upon the conduct or happi- 
ness of man?” Now it has been already remarked 
that Anaxagoras, Empedoklés, Demokritus, the Py- 
thagoreans, all had still present to their minds those 
vast and undivided problems which had been trans- 
mitted down from the old poets; bending their 
minds to the invention of some system which would 
explain them all at once, or assist the imagination 
in conceiving both how the Kosmos first began, and 


' how it continued to move on'. Ethics and physics, 


1 This same tendency, to break off from the vague aggregate then 
conceived as Physics, is discernible in the Hippokratic treatises, and 
even in the treatise De Antiqua Medicina, which M. Littré places first 
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man and nature, were all blended together ; and the 
Pythagoreans, who explained all Nature by numbers 
and numerical relations, applied the same explana- 
tion to moral attributes—considering justice to be 
symbolised by a perfect equation, or by four, the 
first of all square numbers'. These early philo- 
sophers endeavoured to find out the beginnings, the 
component elements, the moving cause or causes, 
of things in the mass”; but the logical distribution 
into Genus, Species, and individuals, does not seem 


in his edition, and considers to be the production of Hippokratés him- 
self, in which case it would be contemporary with Sokratés. On this 
subject of authorship, however, other critics do not agree with him: 
see the question examined in his vol. i. ch. xu. p. 295 seq. 

lfippokratés (if he be the author) begins by deprecating the attempt 
to connect the study of medicine with physical or astronomical hypo- 
thesis (c. 2), and he farther protests against the procedure of various 
medical writers and Sophists, or philosophers, such as Empedoklés, who 
sct themselves to make out “what man was from the beginning, how 
he began first to exist, and in what manner he was constructed”’ (c. 20). 
This does not belong (he says) to medicine, which ought indeed to be 
studied as a comprehensive whole, but as a whole determined by and 
bearing reference to its own end: “ You ought to study the nature of 
man, what he is with reference to that which he eats and drinks, and to 
all his other occupations or habits, and to the consequences resulting 
from each”—6,re ἐστιν ἄνθρωπος πρὸς τὰ ἐσθιόμενα καὶ πινόμενα, καὶ 
ὅ,τι πρὸς τὰ ἄλλα ἐπιτηδεύματα, καὶ ὅ,τι ἀφ᾽ ἑκάστου ἑκάστῳ ξυμβή- 
σέεται. 

The spirit, in which Hippokratés here approaches the study of medi- 
cine, is exceedingly analogous to that which dictated the innovation of 
Sokratés in respect to the study of Ethics. The same character per- 
vades the treatise, De Aére, Locis et Aquis—a definite and predetermined 
field of inquiry, and the Hippokratic treatises generally, 

1 Aristotel. Metaphys. i. 5. p. 985, 986. τὸ μὲν τοιόνδε τῶν ἀριθμῶν 
πάθος δικαιοσύνη, τὸ δὲ τοιόνδε ψυχὴ καὶ vous, ἕτερον δὲ καιρὸς, &e. 
Ethica Magna, i. 1. ἡ δικαιοσύνη ἀριθμὸς ἰσάκις ἴσος : see Brandis, 
Gesch. der Gr. Rom. Philos. Ixxxu. lxxxiii. p. 492. 

2 Aristotel. Mctaphys. iii. 3. p.998 A. Οἷον ᾿Εμπεδοκλῆς πῦρ καὶ ὕδωρ 
καὶ Ta μετὰ τούτων, στοιχεῖά φησιν εἶναι ἐξ ὧν ἐστὶ τὰ ὄντα ἐνυπαρχόν- 
των, ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ὡς γένη λέγει ταῦτα τῶν ὄντων. That generic division 
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to have suggested itself to them, or to have been 
made a subject of distinct attention by any one before 
Sokratés. To study Ethics, or human dispositions 
and ends, apart from the physical world, and accord- 
ing toa theory of their own, referring to human good 
and happiness as the sovereign and comprehensive 
end'; to treat each of the great and familiar words 
designating moral attributes, as logical aggregates 
comprehending many judgments in particular cases, 
and connoting a certain harmony or consistency of 
purpose among the separate judgments ; to bring 
many of these latter into comparison, by a scruti- 
nising dialectical process, so as to test the con- 
sistency and completeness of the logical aggregate 


and subdivision was unknown or unpractised by these early men, is 
noticed by Plato (Sophist. c. 114. p. 267 D). 

Aristotle thinks that the Pythagoreans had some faint and obscure 
notion of the logical genus—zepi τοῦ ri ἐστιν ἤρξαντο μὲν λέγειν καὶ 
ὁρίζεσθαι, λίαν δὲ ἁπλῶς ἐπραγματεύθησαν (Metaphys. i. 5, 29. p. 986 B). 
But we see by comparing two other passages in that treatise (xiii. 4, 6. 
p. 1078 b with 1. 5, 2. p. 985 Ὁ) that the Pythagorean definitions of 
καιρὸς, τὸ δίκαιον, &c. were nothing more than certain numerical fan- 
cies; so that these words cannot fairly be said to have designated, in 
their view, logical genera. Nor can the ten Pythagorean cvorotyias, 
or parallel series of contraries, be called by that name; arranged in 
order to gratify a fancy about the perfection of the number ten, which 
fancy afterwards seems to have passed to Aristotle himself when draw- 
ing up his ten predicaments. 

See a valuable Excursus upon the Aristotelian expressions ri ἐστι--- 
ri ἦν εἶναι, &e., appended to Schwegler’s edition of Aristotle’s Meta- 
physica, vol. 11. p. 369. p. 378. 

About the few and imperfect definitions which Aristotle seems also 
to ascribe to Demokritus, see Trendeleuburg, Comment. ad Aristot. De 
Anima, p. 212. 

1 Aristotle remarks about the Pythagoreans, that they referred the 
virtues to number and numerical relations—not giving to them a theory 
of their own—ras γὰρ ἀρετὰς eis τοὺς ἀριθμοὺς" ἀνάγων οὐκ οἱκείαν 
τῶν ἀρετῶν τὴν θεωρίαν ἐποιεῖτο (Ethic. Magn. i. 1). 
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or general notion, as it stood in every man’s mind: 
—all these were parts of the same forward move- 
ment which Sokratés originated. 

It was at that time a great progress to break down 
the unwieldy mass conceived by former philosophers 
as science ; and to study Ethics apart, with a refer- 
ence, more or less distinct, to their own appropriate 
end. Nay, we see (if we may trust the ‘ Phzedon’ of 
Plato') that Sokratés, before he resolved on such 
pronounced severance, had tried to construct, or 
had at least yearned after, an undivided and re- 
formed system including Physics also under the 
Ethical end ; a scheme of optimistic physics, apply- 
ing the general idea “" What was best” as the com- 
manding principle from whence physical explana- 
tions were to be deduced ; which he hoped to find, 
but did not find, in Anaxagoras. But it was a still 
greater advance to seize, and push out in con- 
scious application, the essential features of that 
logical process, upon the correct performance of 
which all our security for general truth depends. 
The notions of Genus, subordinate Genera, and in- 
dividuals as comprehended under them (we need 
not here notice the points on which Plato and Ari- 
stotle differed from each other and from the modern 
conceptions on that subject), were at that time newly 
brought into clear consciousness in the human mind. 
The profusion of logical distribution employed in 
some of the dialogues of Plato, such as the So- 
phistés and the Politicus, seems partly traceable to 
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his wish to familiarise hearers with that which was ° 


then a novelty, as well as to enlarge its develop- 
1 Plato, Pheedon, c. 102 seq. p. 96, 97. 


‘ 
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ment, and diversify its mode of application. He 
takes numerous indirect opportunities of bringing 
it out into broad light, by putting, into the mouths 
of his dialogists, answers implying complete in- 
attention to it, exposed afterwards in the course of 
the dialogue by Sokratés’. What was now begun 
by Sokratés, and improved by Plato, was embodied 
as part in a comprehensive system of formal logic 
by the genius of Aristotle ; a system which was not 
only of extraordinary value in reference to the pro- 
cesses and controversies of its time, but which also, 
having become insensibly worked into the minds of 
instructed men, has contributed much to form what 
is correct in the habits of modern thinking. Though 
it has been now enlarged and recast, by some modern 
authors (especially by Mr. John Stuart Mill in his 
admirable System of Logic) into a structure com- 
mensurate with the vast increase of knowledge and 
extension of positive method belonging to the present 
day—we must recollect that the distance, between 


1 As one specimen among many, see Plato, Theetet. c. 1]. p. 146 Ὁ. 
It is maintained by Brandis, and in part by C. Heyder (see Heyder, 
Kritische Darstellung und Vergleichung der Aristotelischen und He- 
gelschen Dialektik, part i. p. 85, 129), that the logical process, called 
Division, is not to be considered as having been employed by Sokratés 
along with Definition, but begins with Plato: in proof of which they 
remark that in the two Platonic dialogues called Sophistés and Politi- 
cus, wherein this process is most abundantly employed, Sokratés is not 
the conductor of the conversation. 

Little stress is to be laid on this circumstance, I think ; and the terms 
in which Xenophon describes the method of Sokratés (διαλέγοντας κατὰ 
γένη τὰ πράγματα, Mem. iv. 5, 12) seem to imply the one process as 
well as the other: indeed it was scarcely possible to keep them apart, 
with so abundant a talker as Sokratés. Plato doubtless both enlarged 
and systematised the Mcthod in every way, and especially made greater 
usc of the process of Division, because he pushed the Dialogue further 
into positive scientific research than Sokratés. 
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the best modern logic and that of Aristotle, is hardly 
so great as that between Aristotle and those who 
preceded him by a century—Empedoklés, Anax- 
agoras, and the Pythagoreans ; and that the move- 
ment in advance of these latter commences with 
Sokratés. 

By Xenophon, by Plato, and by Aristotle, the 
growth as well as the habitual use of logical classi- 
fication is represented as concurrent with and de- 
pendent upon dialectics. In this methodised dis- 
cussion, so much in harmony with the marked socia- 
bility of the Greek character, the quick recurrence 
of short question and answer was needful as a sti- 
mulus to the attention, at a time when the habit of 
close and accurate reflection on abstract subjects 
had been so little cultivated. But the dialectics of 
Sokratés had far greater and more important pecu- 
liarities than this. We must always consider his 
method in conjunction with the subjects to which 
he applied it. As those subjects were not recon- 
dite or special, but bore on the practical life of the 
house, the market-place, the city, the Dikastery, 
the gymnasium, or the temple, with which every 
one was familiar—so Sokratés never presented him- 
self as a teacher, nor as a man having new know- 
ledge to communicate. On the contrary, he dis- 
claimed such pretensions, uniformly and even os- 
tentatiously. But the subjects on which he talked 
were just those which every one professed to know 
perfectly and thoroughly, and on which every one 
believed himself in a condition to instruct others, 
rather than to require instruction for himself. On 
such questions as these—What is justice ?— What 
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is piety ?—What is a democracy ?—What is a law? 
—every man fancied that he could give a confident 
opinion, and even wondered that any other person 
should feel a difficulty. When Sokratés, professing 
ignorance, put any such question, he found no dif- 
ficulty in obtaining an answer, given offhand, and 
with very little reflection. The answer purported 
to be the explanation or definition of a term—fami- 
liar indeed, but of wide and comprehensive import 
—given by one who had never before tried to render 
to himself an account of what it meant. Having 
got this answer, Sokratés put fresh questions ap- 
plying it to specific cases, to which the respondent 
was compelled to give answers inconsistent with the 
first; thus showing that the definition was either 
too narrow, or too wide, or defective in some essen- 
tial condition. The respondent then amended his 
answer ; but this was a prelude to other questions, 
which could only be answered in ways inconsistent 
with the amendment; and the respondent, after 
many attempts to disentangle himself, was obliged 
to plead guilty to the inconsistencies, with an ad- 
mission that he could make no satisfactory answer 
to the original query, which had at first appeared 
so easy and familiar. Or if he did not himself ad- 
mit this, the hearers at least felt it forcibly. The 
dialogue, as given to us, commonly ends with a 
result purely negative, proving that the respondent 
was incompetent to answer the question proposed 
to him, in a manner consistent and satisfactory even 
to himself. Sokratés, as he professed from the be- 
ginning to have no positive theory to support, so 
he maintains to the end the same air of a learner, 
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who would be glad to solve the difficulty if he could, 
but regrets to find himself disappointed of that 
instruction which the respondent had promised. 
We see by this description of the cross-exami- 
ning path of this remarkable man, how intimate was 
the bond of connexion between the dialectic method 
and the logical distribution of particulars into spe- 
cies and genera. The discussion first raised by 
Sokratés turns upon the meaning of some large ge- 
neric term: the queries whereby he follows it up, 
bring the answer given into collision with various 
particulars which it ought not to comprehend, yet 
does—or with others, which it ought to comprehend, 
but does not. It is in this manner that the latent 
and undefined cluster of association, which has 
grown up round a familiar term, is as it were pene- 
trated by a fermenting leaven, forcing it to expand 
into discernible portions, and bringing the appro- 
priate function which the term ought to fulfill, to 
become a subject of distinct consciousness. The 
inconsistencies into which the hearer is betrayed in 
his various answers proclaim to him the fact that he 
has not yet acquired anything like a clear and full 
conception of the common attribute which binds to- 
gether the various particulars embraced under some 
term which is ever upon his lips—or perhaps enable 
him to detect a different fact, not less important, 
that there is nosuch common attribute, and that the 
generalisation is merely nominal and fallacious. In 
either case, he is put upon the train of thought which 
leads to a correction of the generalisation, and lights 
him on to that which Plato’ calls seeing the One in 


' Plato, Phedrus, c. 109, p. 265 Ὁ; Sophistés, c. 83. p. 253 E. 
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the Many, and the Many in the One. Without any 
predecessor to copy, Sokratés fell as it were instinct- 
ively into that which Aristotle’ describes as the 
double track of the dialectic process—breaking up 
the One into Many and recombining the Many into 
One : the former duty, at once the first and the most 
essential, Sokratés performed directly by his analy- 
tical string of questions—the latter, or synthetical 
process, was one which he did not often directly un- 
dertake, but strove so to arm and stimulate the 
hearer’s mind, as to enable him to do it for himself. 
This One and Many denote the logical distribution 
of a multifarious subject-matter under generic terms, 
with clear understanding of the attributes implied or 
connoted by each term, so as to discriminate those 
particulars to which it really applies. At a moment 
when such logical distribution was as yet novel as 
a subject of consciousness, it could hardly have been 
probed and laid out in the mind by any less strin- 
gent process than the cross-examining dialectics of 
Sokratés—applied to the analysis of some attempts 
at definition hastily given by respondents ; that ‘‘ in- 
ductive discourse andsearch for (clear general notions 
or) definitions of general terms,” which Aristotle 
so justly points out as his peculiar innovation. 

I have already adverted to the persuasion of re- 
ligious mission under which Sokratés acted in pur- 


1 Aristot. Topic. viii. 14. p. 164, b. 2. ᾿Εστὶ μὲν yap ὡς ἁπλῶς εἰπεῖν 
διαλεκτικὸς, ὁ προτατικὸς καὶ ἐνστατικός. ᾿Εστὶ δὲ τὸ μὲν mporeiver Oat, 
ἐν ποιεῖν τὰ πλείω (δεῖ γὰρ ἕν ὅλως ληφθῆναι πρὸς ὃ ὁ λόγος) τὸ δ' 
ἐνίστασθαι, τὸ ἐν πολλὰ" ἣ γὰρ διαιρεῖ ἢ ἀναιρεῖ, τὸ μὲν διδοὺς, τὸ δ᾽ 
οὐ, τῶν προτεινομένων. 

It was from Sokratés that dialcctic skill derived its great extension 
and development (Aristot. Metaphys. xiii. 4. p. 1078 b. 
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suing this system of conversation and interrogation. 
He probably began it in a tentative way', upon a 
modest scale, and under the pressure of logical em- 
barrassment weighing on his own mind. But as 
he proceeded, and found himself successful as well 
as acquiring reputation among a certain circle of 
friends, his earnest soul became more and more 
penetrated with devotion to that which he regarded 
asaduty. It was at this time probably, that his 
friend Chzrephon came back with the oracular 
answer from Delphi (noticed a few pages above) to 
which Sokratés himself alludes as having prompted 
him to extend the range of his conversation, and to 
question a class of persons whom he had not before 
ventured to approach—the noted politicians, poets, 
and artisans. He found them more confident than 
humbler individuals in theis own wisdom, but quite 
as unable to reply to his queries without being 
driven to contradictory answers. 

Such scrutiny of the noted men in Athens is made 
tostand prominent inthe ‘ Platonic Apology,’ because 
it was the principal cause of that unpopularity which 
Sokratés at once laments and accounts for before 
the Dikasts. Nor can we doubt that it was the 
most impressive portion of his proceedings, in the 


eyes both of enemies and admirers, as well as the’ 


most flattering to his own natural temper. Never- 
theless it would be a mistake to present this part of 
the general purpose of Sokratés—or of his divine 


1 What Plato makes Sokratés say in the Euthyphron, c.12.p. 11D— 
κων εἰμὶ σοφός, &c., may be accounted as true at least in the begin- 
ning of the active career of Sokratés : compare the Hippias Minor, c. 18, 
p- 376 B; Lachés, c. 33. p. 200 Ε. 
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mission, if we adopt his own language—as if it were 
the whole; and to describe him as one standing 
forward merely to unmask select leading men, poll- 
ticians, sophists, poets, or others, who had acquired 
unmerited reputation, and were puffed up with 
foolish conceit of their own abilities, being in reality 
shallow and incompetent. Such an idea of Sokratés 
is at once inadequate and erroneous. His conver- 
sation (as I have before remarked) was absolutely 
universal and indiscriminate; while the mental 
defect which he strove to rectify was one not at all 
peculiar to leading men, but common to them with 
the mass of mankind—though seeming to be ex- 
ageerated in them, partly because more is expected 
from them, partly because the general feeling of 
self-estimation stands at a higher level, naturally 
and reasonably, in ther bosoms, than in those of 
ordinary persons. ‘That defect was, the ‘‘ seeming 
and conceit of knowledge without the reality,” on 
human life with its duties, purposes, and conditions 
—the knowledge of which Sokratés called empha- 
tically ‘‘ human wisdom,” and regarded as essential 
to the dignity of a freeman ; while he treated other 
branches of science as above the level of man’, and 


* Xenoph. Memor. i. 1, 12-16. Πότερόν ποτε νομίσαντες ἱκανῶς ἤδη 
τἀνθρώπεια εἰδέναι ἔρχονται (the physical philosophers) ἐπὶ τὸ περὶ τῶν 
τοιούτων φροντίζειν ἣ τὰ μὲν ἀνθρώπεια παρέντες, τὰ δὲ δαιμόνια σκο- 
ποῦντες, ἡγοῦνται τὰ προσήκοντα πράττειν............ Αὐτὸς δὲ περὶ τῶν 
ἀνθρωπείων ἀεὶ διελέγετο, σκοπῶν, τί εὐσεβὲς, τί ἀσεβὲς καὶ περὶ 
τῶν ἄλλων, ἃ τοὺς μὲν εἰδότας ἡγεῖτο καλοὺς κἀγαθοὺς εἶναι, τοὺς δὲ 
ἀγνοοῦντας ἀνδραποδώδεις ἂν δικαίως κεκλῆσθαι. 

Plato, Apolog. Sok. c. 5. p. 20 D. ἥπερ ἐστὶν ἴσως ἀνθρωπίνη σοφία" 
τῷ ὄντι γὰρ κινδυνεύω ταύτην εἶναι odds’ οὗτοι δὲ τάχ᾽ ἂν, obs ἄρτι 
ἔλεγον, μείζω τινὰ ἣ Kar’ ἄνθρωπον σοφίαν σοφοὶ elev, &. Compare 
c. 9. p. 23 A. 
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as a stretch of curiosity, not merely superfluous, but 
reprehensible. His warfare against such false per- 
suasion of knowledge, in one man as well as an- 
other, upon those subjects (for with him, I repeat, 
we must never disconnect the method from the 
subjects)—clearly marked even in Xenophon, is 
abundantly and strikingly illustrated by the fertile 
genius of Plato, and constituted the true missionary 
scheme which pervaded the last half of his long life: 
a scheme far more comprehensive, as well as more 
generous, than those anti-Sophistic polemics which 
are assigned to him by so many authors as his 
prominent object’. 

In pursuing the thread of his examination, there 
was no topic upon which Sokratés more frequently 
insisted, than the contrast between the state of 
men’s knowledge on the general topics of man and 
society—and that which artists or professional men 
possessed in their respective special crafts. So 
perpetually did he reproduce this comparison, that 


1 It is this narrow purpose that Plutarch ascribes to Sokratés, Que- 
stiones Platonice, p. 999 E: compare also Tennemann, Geschicht. der 
Philos. part ii. art. 1. vol. ii. p. 81. 

Amidst the customary outpouring of groundless censure against the 
Sophists, which Tennemann here gives, one assertion is remarkable. 
He tells us that it was the more easy for Sokratés to put down the 
Sophists, since their shallowness and worthlessness, after a short period 
of vogue, had already been detected by intelligent men, and was be- 
coming discredited. 

It is strange to find such an assertion made, for a period between 
420-399 s.c., the sera when Protagoras, Prodikus, Hippias, &c. reached 
the maximum of celebrity. 

And what are we to say about the statement, that Sokratés put down 
the Sophists, when we recollect that the Megaric school and Antisthenés 
—both emanating from Sokratés—are more frequently attacked than 
any one else in the dialogues of Plato, as having all those sceptical and 
disputatious propensities with which the Sophists are reproached ? 
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his enemies accused him of wearing it threadbare’. 
Take a man of special vocation—a carpenter, a 
brazier, a pilot, a musician, a surgeon—and examine 
him on the state of his professional knowledge— 
vou will find him able to indicate the persons from 
whom, and the steps by which, he first acquired it: 
he can describe to you his general aim, with the 
particular means which he employs to realize theaim, 
as well as the reason why such means must be em- 
ployed and why precautions must be taken to combat 
such and such particular obstructions : he can teach 
his profession to others: in matters relating to his 
profession, he counts as an authority, so that no ex- 
tra-professional person thinks of contesting the deci- 
sion of a surgeon in case of disease, or of a pilot at 
sea. But while such is the fact in regard to every 
special art, how great is the contrast in reference to 
the art of righteous, social, and useful living, which 
forms, or ought to form, the common business alike 
important to each and to all! On this subject So- 
kratés* remarked that every one felt perfectly well- 


1 Plato, Gorgias, c. 101. p. 491 A. 

Kalliklés. Ὡς ἀεὶ ταὐτὰ λέγεις, ὦ Σώκρατες. Sokratés. Ov μόνον 
γε, ὦ Καλλικλεῖς, ἀλλὰ περὶ τῶν αὐτῶν. Kalliklés. Νὴ τοὺς θεοὺς, 
ἀτεχνῶς γε ἀεὶ σκυτέας καὶ κναφέας καὶ μαγείρους λέγων καὶ 
ἐατροὺς, οὐδὲν παύῃ. Compare Plato, Symposion, p. 221 E; also 
Xenoph. Memor. i. 2, 37; iv. 5, 5. 

* It is not easy to refer to specific passages in manifestation of the 
contrast set forth in the text, which however runs through large por- 
tions of many Platonic dialogues, under one form or another: see the 
Menon, c. 27-33. p. 90-94; Protagoras, c. 28, 29. p. 319, 320; Poli- 
ticus, c. 38. p.299 Ὁ; Lachés, c. 1], 12. p. 185, 186; Gorgias, c. 121. 
p- 501 A; Alkibiadés, i. c. 12-14. p. 108, 109, 110.c. 20. p. 113C. Ὁ. 

Xenoph. Mem. i. δ, 21, 22; iv. 2, 20-23; iv. 4,5; iv.6,1. Of 
these passages, iv. 2, 20, 23 is among the most remarkable. 

It is remarkable that Sokratés (in the Platonic Apology, c. 7. p. 22), 
when he is describing his wanderings (πλάνην) to test supposed «now- 
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informed, and confident in his own knowledge—yet 
no one knew from whom, or by what steps, he had 
learnt: no one had ever devoted any special reflec- 
tion eitherto ends, or means, or obstructions: no one 
could explain or give a consistent account of the 
notions in his own mind, when pertinent questions 
were put to him: no one could teach another, as 
might be inferred (he thought) from the fact that 
there were no professed teachers, and that the sons 
of the best men were often destitute of merit : every 
one knew for himself, and laid down general pro- 
positions confidently, without looking up to any 
other man as knowing better—yet there was no end 
of dissension and dispute on particular cases’. 
Such was the general contrast which Sokratés 
sought to impress upon his hearers by a variety of 
questions bearing on it, directly or indirectly. One 
way of presenting it, which Plato devoted much of 
his genius to expand in dialogue, was, to discuss, 
Whether virtue be really teachable? How was it 
that superior men like Aristeidés and Periklés* 
acquired the eminent qualities essential for guiding 
and governing Athens—since they neither learnt 
them under any known master, as they had studied 
music and gymnastics—nor could ensure the same 
excellences to their sons, either through their own 
agency or through that of any master? Was it not 


ledge, first in the statesmen, next in the poets, lastly in the artisans and 
craftsmen—finds satisfaction only in the answers which these latter 
made to him on matters concerning their respective trades or profes- 
sions. They would have been wise men, had it not been for the cir- 
cumstance, that because they knew these particular things, they fancied 
that they knew other things also. 

' Plato, Euthyphrén, c. 8. p. 7 D; Xen. Mem. iv. 4, 8. 

? Xenoph. Mem. iv. 2, 2; Plato, Meno, c. 33. p. 94. 


VOL. VIII. | 2a 


Platonic 
dialogues— 
discussion 
whether 
virtue is 
teachable. 


Conceit of 
knowledge 
without 

real know- 


ledge— 
universal 
prevalence 
of it. 


Ἃ 


594 HISTORY OF GREECE. (Pans II. 


rather the fact, that virtue, as it was never expressly 
taught, so it was not really teachable; but was 
vouchsafed or withheld according to the special 
volition and grace of the gods? If aman has a 
young horse to be broken or trained, he finds with- 
out difficulty a professed trainer, thoroughly con- 
versant with the habits of the race', to communicate 
to the animal the excellence required ; but whom 
can he find to teach virtue to his sons, with the like 
preliminary knowledge and assured result? Nay, 
how can any one either teach virtue, or affirm virtue 
to be teachable, unless he be prepared to explain 
what virtue is, and what are the points of ana- 
logy and difference between its various branches— 
Justice, temperance, fortitude, prudence, &c.? In 
several of the Platonic dialogues, the discussion 
turns on the analysisof these last-mentioned words— 
the ‘ Lachés’ and ‘ Protagoras’ on courage, the ‘ Char- 
midés’ on temperance, the ‘Euthyphrén’ on holiness. 

By these and similar discussions did Sokratés, 
and Plato amplifying upon his master, raise indi- 
rectly all the important questions respecting society, 
human aspirations and duties, and the principal 
moral qualities which were accounted virtuous in in- 
dividual men. As the general terms, on which his 
conversation turned, were among the most current 
and familiar in the language, so also the abundant 
instances of detail, whereby he tested the hearer’s 
rational comprehension and consistent application 
of such large terms, were selected from the best- 
known phenomena of daily life*; bringing home 


1 Compare Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 4. p. 20A; Xen. Mem. iv. 2, 25. 
* Xenoph. Memor. iv. 6, 15. Ὅποτε δὲ αὐτός τι τῷ λόγῳ διεξίοι, διὰ 
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the inconsistency, if inconsistency there was, in a 
manner obvious to every one. The answers made 
to him—not merely by ordinary citizens, but by men 
of talent and genius, such as the poets or the rhetors, 
when called upon for an explanation of the moral 
terms and ideas set forth in their own compositions’ 
—revealed alike that state of mind against which 
his crusade, enjoined and consecrated by the Del- 
phian oracle, was directed—the semblance and con- 
ceit of knowledge without real knowledge. They 
proclaimed confident, unhesitating persuasion, on 
the greatest and gravest questions concerning man 
and society, in the bosoms of persons who had 
never bestowed upon them sufficient reflection to 
be aware that they involved any difficulty. Such 
persuasion had grown up gradually and uncon- 
sciously, partly by authoritative communication, 
partly by insensible transfusion, from others; the 
process beginning antecedent to reason as a capacity 
—continuing itself with little aid and no control 
from reason—and never being finally revised. With 
the great terms and current propositions concerning 
human life and society, a complex body of associa- 
tion had become accumulated from countless par- 
ticulars, each separately trivial and lost to the 
memory—knit together by a powerful sentiment, 
and imbibed as it were by each man from the 
atmosphere of authority and example around him, 
Upon this basis the fancied knowledge really 
rested ; and reason, when invoked at all, was called 
τῶν μάλιστα ὁμολογουμένων ἐπορεύετο, νομίζων ταύτην τὴν ἀσφάλειαν 
εἶναι λόγου" τοιγαροῦν πολὺ μάλιστα ὧν ἐγὼ οἶδα, ὅτε λέγοι, τοὺς ἀκού- 


ovras ὁμολογοῦντας παρεῖχε. 
1 Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 7. p. 22 C: compare Plato, Ion. p. 533, 534. 


2Q2 
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in simply as a handmaid, expositor, or apologist of 
the pre-existing sentiment—as an accessory after 
the fact, not as a test or verification. Every man 
found these persuasions in his own mind, without 
knowing how they became established there,—and 
witnessed them in others, as portions of a general 
fund of unexamined common-place and credence. 
Because the words were at once of large meaning, 
embodied in old and familiar mental processes, and 
surrounded by a strong body of sentiment,—the 
general assertions in which they were embodied ap- 
peared self-evident and imposing to every one: so 
that in spite of continual dispute in particular cases, 
no one thought himself obliged to analyse the gene- 
ral propositions themselves, or to reflect whether he 
had verified their import, and could apply them ra- 
tionally and consistently 1. 
Such con- The phenomenon here adverted to is too ob- 
suasion,  Vious, even at the present day, to need further 
tienes be. Clucidation as matter of fact. In morals, in politics, 
longedat’ in political economy, on all subjects relating to 


that time to 


astronomy man and society—the like confident persuasion of 
ic, an wel knowledge without the reality is sufficiently pre- 
subjects of Valent: the like generation and propagation, by 
man and 


society—it @Uthority and example, of unverified convictions, 
is now con- resting upon strong sentiment, without conscious- 
latter. ness of the steps or conditions of their growth ; the 
like enlistment of reason as the one-sided advocate 
of a pre-established sentiment; the like illusion, 


because every man is familiar with the language, 


1 ᾿Αλλὰ ταῦτα μὲν (says Sokratés to Euthydémus) ἴσως, διὰ τὸ σφόδρα 
πιστεύειν εἰδέναι, οὐδ᾽ ἐσκέψω (Xen. Mem. iv. 2, 36): compare Plato, 
Alkibiad. i. c. 14. p. 110 A. 
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that therefore every man is master of the complex 
facts, judgments, and tendencies, involved in its 
signification—and competent both to apply compre- 
hensive words and to assume the truth or falsehood 
of large propositions, without any special analysis 
or study’. 

There is one important difference, however, to 
note, between our time and that of Sokratés. In 
his day, the impressions not only respecting man 
and society, but also respecting the physical world, 
were of this same self-sown, self-propagating, and 
unscientific character. The popular astronomy of 
the Sokratic age was an aggregate of primitive, 
superficial observations and imaginative inferences, 
passing unexamined from elder men to younger, 
accepted with unsuspecting faith, and consecrated 
by intense sentiment. Not only men like Nikias, 
or Anytus and Melétus, but even Sokratés himself, 
protested against the impudence of Anaxagoras, 
when he degraded the divine Helios and Seléné into 
a sun and moon of calculable motions and mag- 
nitudes. But now, the development of the scien- 
tific point of view, with the vast increase of me- 
thodised physical and mathematical knowledge, has 
taught every one that such primitive astronomical 
and physical convictions were nothing better than 


1 ««Moins une science est avancée, moins elle a été bien traitée, et 
plus elle a bésoin d’étre enseignée. C’est ce qui me fait beaucoup dé- 
sirer qu’on ne renonce pas en France ἃ |’enseignement des sciences 
idéologiques, morales, et politiques; qui, aprés tout, sont des sciences 
comme les autres—a@ la difference prés, que ceux qui ne les ont pas 
᾿ étudiées sont persuadés de si bonne foi de les savoir, qu’ils se croient 
en état d’en décider. (Destutt de Tracy, Elémens d’Idéologie, Préface, 
Ρ. xxxiv. ed. Paris, 1827.) 
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“ἃ fancy of knowledge without the reality'.”” Every 
one renounces them without hesitation, seeks his 
conclusions from the scientific teacher, and looks to 
the proofs alone for his guarantee. A man who has 
never bestowed special study on astronomy knows 
that he is ignorant of it: to fancy that he knows it, 
without such preparation, would be held an absurd- 
ity. While the scientific point of view has thus 
acquired complete predominance in reference to the 
physical world, it has made little way comparatively 
on topics regarding man and society—wherein 
‘* fancy of knowledge without the reality” con- 
tinues to reign, not without criticism and oppo- 
sition, yet still as a paramount force. And if a new 
Sokratés were now to put the same questions in the 
market-place to men of all ranks and professions, 
he would find the like confident persuasion and 
unsuspecting dogmatism as to generalittes—the like 
faltering, blindness, and contradiction, when tested 
by cross-examining details. 

In the time of Sokratés, this last comparison was 


1 “There is no science which, more than astronomy, stands in need 
of such a preparation, or draws more largely on that intellectual libe- 
rality which is ready to adopt whatever is demonstrated, or concede what- 
ever is rendered highly probable, however new and uncommon the 
points of view may be, in which objects the most familiar may thereby 
become placed. Almost all i¢s conclusions stand in open and striking 
contradiction with those of superficial and vulgar observation, and with 
what appears to every one, until he has understood and weighed the 
proofs to the contrary, the most positive evidence of his senses. Thus 
the earth on which he stands, and whieh has served for ages as the 
unshaken foundation of the firmest structures either of art or nature, is 
divested by the astronomer of its attribute of fixity, and conceived by 
him as turning swiftly on its centre, and at the same time moving on- 
ward through space with great rapidity, &c.” (Sir John Herschel, 
Astronomy. Introduction, sect. 2.) 
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not open, since there did not exist, in any depart- 
ment, a body of doctrine scientifically constituted : 
but the comparison which he actually took, borrowed 
from the special trades and professions, brought him 
to an important result. He was the first to see, 


(and the idea pervades all his speculations), that as, ὃ 


in each art or profession, there is an end to be at- 
tained,—a theory, laying down the means and con- 
ditions whereby it is attainable—and precepts, de- 
duced from that theory—such precepts, collectively 
taken, directing and covering nearly the entire field 
of practice, but each precept separately taken, 
liable to conflict with others, and therefore liable to 
cases of exception ; so all this is not less true, or 
admits not less of being realised, respecting the 
general art of human living and society. There is 
a grand and all-comprehensive End—the security 
and happiness, as far as practicable, of each and all 
persons in the society': there may be a theory, 


1 Xenoph. Memor. iv. 1, 2. ’Erexpaipero (Sokratés) δὲ ras ἀγαθὰς 
φύσεις, ἐκ τοῦ ταχύ τε μανθάνειν. οἷς προσέχοιεν, καὶ μνημονεύειν ἃ ἂν 
μάθοιεν, καὶ ἐπιθυμεῖν τῶν μαθημάτων πάντων, & ὧν ἐστὶν οἰκίαν τε 
καλῶς οἰκεῖν καὶ πόλιν, καὶ τὸ ὅλον ἀνθρώποις τε καὶ ἀνθρωπίνοις πράγ- 
μασιν εὖ χρῆσθαι. Τοὺς γὰρ τοιούτους ἡγεῖτο παιδευθέντας οὐκ ἂν μόνον 
αὐτούς τε εὐδαίμονας εἶναι καὶ τοὺς ἑαυτῶν οἴκους καλῶς οἰκεῖν, ἀλλὰ καὶ 
ἄλλους ἀνθρώπους καὶ πόλεις δύνασθαι εὐδαίμονας ποιῆσαι. 

Ib. iii. 2, 4. Καὶ οὕτως ἐπισκοπῶν, τίς εἴη ἀγαθοῦ ἡγεμόνος ἀρετὴ, τὰ 
μὲν ἄλλα περιήρει, κατέλειπε δὲ, τὸ εὐδαίμονας ποιεῖν, ὧν ἂν 
ἡγῆται. 

Ib. ii. 8, 3, 4,5; iv. 6,8. He explains τὸ ἀγαθὸν to mean τὸ ὠφέ- 
λιμον---μέχρι δὲ τοῦ ὠφελίμου πάντα καὶ αὐτὸς συνεπεσκόπει καὶ συν- 
διεξήει τοῖς συνοῦσι (iv. 7, 8). Compare Plato, Gorgias, c. 66, 67. 
p- 474 D. 475 A. 

Things are called ἀγαθὰ καὶ καλὰ on the one hand, and κακὰ καὶ 
αἰσχρὰ on the other, in reference each to its distinct end, of averting 
or mitigating, in the one case—of bringing on or increasing in the 
other—different modes of human suffering. So again, i. 9, 4, we find 
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laying down those means and conditions under 
which the nearest approach can be made to that 
end: there may also be precepts, prescribing to 


the phrases—d δεῖ mparrew—opbas πράττειν---τὰ συμφορώτατα αὐτοῖς 
πράττειν---Ὁ}} used as equivalents. 

Plato, Symposion, p. 205 A. Κτήσει yap ἀγαθῶν εὐδαίμονες ἔσονται---- 
καὶ οὐκέτι προσδεῖ ἐρέσθαι, ἵνατι δὲ βούλεται εὐδαίμων εἶναι ; ἀλλὰ τέλος 
δοκεῖ ἔχειν ἡ ἀπόκρισις : compare Euthydém. c. 20. p. 279 A; c. 25. 
p. 281 Ὁ. 

Plato, Alkibiadés, ii. c. 13. p. 145 Ὁ. “Oores dpa re τῶν τοιούτων 
οἶδεν, ἐὰν μὲν παρέπηται αὐτῷ ἡ τοῦ βελτίστον ἐπιστήημη--αὐτὴ δ᾽ 
ἦν ἡ αὐτὴ δήπον ἥπερ καὶ ἡ τοῦ ὠφελίμον---φρόνιμόν γε αὐτὸν 
φήσομεν καὶ ἀποχρῶντα ξύμβουλον, καὶ τῇ πόλει καὶ αὐτὸν ἑαυτῷ" τὸν 
δὲ μὴ ποιοῦντα, τἀνάντια τούτων : compere Plato, Republic, vi. p. 504 E. 
The fact that this Dialogue, called Alkibiadés II., was considered by 
some as belonging not to Plato, but to Xenophon or Xschinés Soera- 
ticus, does not detract from its value as evidence about the speculations 
of Sokratés (see Diogen. Laért. 11. 61, 62; Athenzeus, v. p. 220). 

Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 17. p. 30 Α. οὐδὲν yap ἄλλο πράττων περιέρχομαι, 
ἢ πείθων ὑμῶν καὶ νεωτέρους καὶ πρεσβυτέρους, μήτε σωμάτων ἐπιμελεῖ- 
σθαι μήτε χρημάτων πρότερον μήτε οὕτω σφόδρα, ὡς τῆς ψυχῆς, ὅπως ὡς 
ἀρίστη ἔσται λέγων ὅτι οὐκ ἐκ χρημάτων ἀρετὴ γίγνεται, ἀλλ᾽ ἐξ ἀρε- 
τῆς χρήματα καὶ τἄλλα ἀγαθὰ τοῖς ἀνθρώποις ἅπαντα καὶ 
ἰδίᾳ καὶ δημοσίᾳ. 

Zeller (Die Philosophie der Griechen, vol. i. p. 61-64) admits as a 
fact this reference of the Sokratic Ethics to human security and happi- 
ness as their end; while Brandis (Gesch. der Gr. Rom. Philosoph. ii. 
Ῥ. 40 seq.) resorts to inadmissible suppositions, in order to avoid admit- 
ting it and to explain away the direct testimony of Xenophon. Both 
of these authors consider this doctrine as a great taint in the philoso- 
phical character of Sokratés.. Zeller even says, what he intends for 
strong censure, that ‘the eudemonistic basis of the Sokratic Ethics 
differs from the Sophistical moral-philosophy, not in principle, but only 
in result”’ (p. 61). 

I protest against this allusion to a Sophistical moral philosophy, and 
have shown my grounds for the protest in the preceding chapter. 
There was no such thing as Sophistical moral philosophy. Not only the 
Sophists were no scct or school, but farther—not one of them ever 
aimed (so far as we know) at establishing any ethical theory: this was 
the great innovation of Sokratés. But it is perfectly true, that between 
the preceptorial exhortation of Sokratés, and that of Protagoras or Pro- 
dikus, there was no great or material difference ; and this Zeller seems 
to admit. 
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every man the conduct and character which best 
enables him to become an auxiliary towards its at- 
tainment, and imperatively restraining him from 
acts which tend to hinder it—precepts deduced from 
the theory, each one of them separately taken being 
subject to exceptions, but all of them taken collect- 
ively governing practice, as in each particular art'. 
Sokratés and Plato talk of ‘‘ the art of dealing with 
human beings ’—“‘‘ the art of behaving in society” 
—‘‘that science which has for its object to make 
men happy :”’ and they draw a marked distinction 
between art, or rules of practice deduced from a 
theoretical survey of the subject-matter, and taught 
with precognition of the end—and mere artless, 
irrational, knack or dexterity, acquired by simple 
copying or assimilation, through a process of which 
no one could render account’. 

Plato, with that variety of indirect allusion which 
is his characteristic, continually constrains the 
reader to Jook upon human and social life as ha- 
ving its own ends and purposes no less than each 


1 The existence of cases forming exceptions to each separate moral 
‘precept, is brought to view by Sokratés in Xen. Mem. iv. 2, 15-19; 
Plato, Republic, i. 6. p. 331. C, D, E; i. p. 382. C. 

2 Plato, Phedon, c. 88. p. 89 E. ἄνευ τέχνης τῆς περὶ τἀνθρώπεια 6 
τοιοῦτος χρῆσθαι ἐπιχειρεῖ τοῖς ἀνθρώποις" εἰ yap που pera τέχνης ἔχρητο, 
ὥσπερ ἔχει, οὕτως ἂν ἡγήσατο, &c. ἡ πολιτικὴ τέχνη, Protagor. c. 27. 
p- 319 A. Gorgias, ec. 163. p. 52) Ὁ. 

Yompare Apol. Sok. c. 4. p.20 A, B; Euthydémus, c. 50. p. 292 E.— 
ris ποτ᾽ ἐστὶν ἐπιστήμη ἐκείνη, ἣ ἡμᾶς εὐδαίμονας ποιήσειεν ;... 

The marked distinction between τέχνη, as distinguished from ἄτεχνος 
τριβὴ--- ἄλογος τριβὴ or ἐμπειρία, is noted in the Pheedrus, c. 95. p. 260E. 
and in Gorgias, c. 42. p. 463 B; c. 45. p. 465 A; c. 121. p. 501 A—a 
remarkable passage. That there is in every art, some assignable end 
to which its precepts and conditions have reference, is again laid down 
in the Sophistés, c. 37. p. 232 A. 
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separate profession or craft; and impels him to 
transfer to the former that conscious analysis as a 
science, and intelligent practice as an art, which are 
known as conditions of success in the latter’. It 
was in furtherance of these rational conceptions— 
—‘‘ Science and Art’”’—that Sokratés carried on his 
crusade against “‘ that conceit of knowledge without 
reality,’ which reigned undisturbed in the moral 
world around him, and was only beginning to be 
slightly disturbed even as to the physical world. 
To him the precept, inscribed in the Delphian tem- 
ple—‘‘ Know Thyself ’—was the holiest of all texts, 
which he constantly cited, and strenuously enforced 
upon his hearers; interpreting it to mean, Know 
what sort of a man thou art, and what are thy capa- 
cities, in reference to human use*. His manner of 
enforcing it was alike original and effective, and 
though he was dexterous in varying his topics® and 
queries according to the individual person with 


1 This fundamental analogy, which governed the reasoning of Sokra- 
tés, between the special professions, and social livimg generally—trans- 
ferring to the latter the idea of a preconceived End, a Theory, and a 
regulated Practice or Art, which are observed in the former—is stri- 
kingly stated in one of the Aphorisms of the Emperor Marcus Antoninus, 
vi. 35—Ovyx ὁρᾷς, πῶς οἱ βάναυσοι τεχνῖται ἁρμόζονται μὲν ἄχρι τινὸς 
πρὸς τοὺς ἰδιώτας, οὐδὲν ἧσσον μέντοι ἀντέχονται τοῦ λόγου τῆς 
τέχνης, καὶ τούτου ἀποστῆναι οὐχ ὑπομένουσιν; Οὐ δεινὸν, εἰ ὁ 
ἀρχιτέκτων, καὶ ὁ ἰατρὸς, μᾶλλον αἰδέσονται τὸν τῆς ἰδίας τέχνης 
λόγον, ἣ ὁ ἄνθρωπος τὸν ἑαυτοῦ, ὃς αὐτῷ κοινός ἐστι πρὸς τοὺς θεούς ; 

? Plato (Pheedr. c. 8. p. 229 E; Charmidés, c. 26. p. 164 E; Alki- 
biad. i. p. 124 A; 129 A; 131 A. 

Xenoph. Mem. iv. 2, 24-26. οὕτως ἑαυτὸν ἐπισκεψάμενος, ὁποῖός ἐστὶ 
πρὸς τὴν ἀνθρωπίνην χρείαν, ἔγνωκε τὴν αὐτοῦ δύναμιν. Cicero (de 
Legib. 1. 22, 59) gives a paraphrase of this well-known text, far more 
vague and tumid than the conception of Sokratés. 

* See the striking conversations of Sokratés with Glaukon and Char- 
midés, especially that with the former, in Xen. Mem. iii. c. 6, 7. 
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whom he had to deal, it was his first object to bring 
the hearer to take just measure of his own real 
knowledge or real ignorance. To preach, to ex- 
hort, even to confute particular errors, appeared to 
Sokratés useless, so long as the mind lay wrapped 
up in its habitual mist, or illusion of wisdom: such 
mist must be dissipated before any new light could 
enter. Accordingly, the hearer being usually for- 
ward in announcing positive declarations on those 
general doctrines, and explanations of those terms, 
to which he was most attached and in which he 
had the most implicit confidence, Sokratés took 
them to pieces, and showed that they involved con- 
tradiction and inconsistency ; professing himself to 
be without any positive opinion, nor ever advancing 
any until the hearer’s mind had undergone the 
proper purifying cross-examination!. 

It was this indirect and negative proceeding, which 


1 There is no part of Plato in which this doxosophy, or false conceit 
of wisdom, is more earnestly reprobated than in the Sophistés—with 
notice of the Elenchus, or cross-examining exposure, as the only 
effectual cure for such fundamental vice of the mind; as the true puri- 
fying process (Sophistés, c. 33-35. p. 230, 231). 

See the same process illustrated by Sokratés, after his questions put 
to the slave of Menon (Plato, Menon, c. 18. p.84B; Charmidés, c. 30. 
p- 166 D). 

As the Platonic Sokratés, even in the Defence where his own per- 
sonality stands most manifest, denounces as the worst and deepest of 
all mental defects, this conceit of knowledge without reality—7 ἀμαθία 
αὐτὴ ἡ ἐπονείδιστος, ἡ τοῦ οἴεσθαι εἰδέναι ἃ οὐκ οἶδεν, c. 17. p. 29 B— 
—so the Xenophontic Sokratés, in the same manner, treats this same 
mental infirmity as being near to madness, and distinguishes it care- 
fully from simple want of knowledge or conscious tgnorance—Maviay 
ye μὴν ἐνάντιον μὲν ἔφη εἶναι σοφίᾳ, ob μέντοι ye τὴν ἀνεπιστημοσύνην 
μανίαν ἐνόμιζεν. Τὸ δὲ ἀγνοεῖν ἑαυτὸν, καὶ ἃ μή τις olde δοξάζειν, καὶ 
οἴεσθαι γιγνώσκειν, ἐγγντάτω μανίας ἐλογίζετο εἶναι (Mem. iii. 9, 6). 
This conviction thus stands foremost in the mental character οὗ So- 
kratés, and on the best evidence. Plato and Xenophon united. 


604 HISTORY OF GREECE. (Parr Il. 


though only a part of the whole, stood out as his most 
original and most conspicuous characteristic, and 
determined his reputation with a large number of. 
persons who took no trouble to know anything else 
about him. It was an exposure no less painful than 
surprising to the person questioned, and produced 
upon several of them an effect of permanent aliena- 
tion, so that they never came near him again’, but 
reverted to their former state of mind without any 
permanent change. But on the other hand, the 
ingenuity and novelty of the process was highly 
interesting to hearers, especially youthful hearers, 
sons of rich men and enjoying leisure; who not 
only carried away with them a lofty admiration of 
Sokratés, but were fond of trying to copy his nega- 
tive polemics*. Probably men like Alkibiadés and 
Kritias frequented his society chiefly for this pur- 
pose of acquiring a quality which they might turn 
to some account in their political career. His 
constant habit of never suffering a general term 
to remain undetermined, but applying it at once 
to particulars—the homely and effective instances 
of which he made choice—the string of inter- 
rogatories each advancing towards a result, yet a 
result not foreseen by any one—the indirect and 
circuitous manner whereby the subject was turned 

1 Xenoph. Mem. iv. 2, 40. Πολλοὶ μὲν οὖν τῶν οὕτω διατεθέντων ὑπὸ 
Σωκράτους οὐκέτι αὐτῷ mpooyecay, obs καὶ βλακωτέρους ἐνόμιζεν. 

2 Plato, Apol. Sok. ο. 9. p.23 A. Οἴονται γάρ με ἑκάστοτε οἱ παρόντες 
ταῦτα αὐτὸν εἶναι σοφὸν, ἃ ἂν ἄλλον ἐξελέγξω. 

Ibid. c. 10. p. 23 Ο. Πρὸς δὲ τούτοις, οἱ νέοι μοι ἐπακολουθοῦντες, οἷς 
μάλιστα σχολή ἐστιν, οἱ τῶν πλουσιωτάτων, αὐτόματοι χαίρουσιν ἀκού- 
οντες ἐξεταζομένων τῶν ἀνθρώπων, καὶ αὐτοὶ πολλάκις ἐμὲ μιμοῦνται, εἶτα 


ἐπιχειροῦσιν ἄλλους ἐξετάζειν, &c. 
Compare also ibid. c. 22. p. 33 C; ς. 27. p. 37 D. 
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round, and at last approached and laid open by a 
totally different face—all this constituted a sort of 
prerogative in Sokratés, which no one else seems to 
have approached. Its effect was enhanced by a 
voice and manner highly plausible and captivating 
—and to a certain extent, by the very eccentricity 
of his Silenic physiognomy'. What is termed ‘‘ his 
irony ’’—or assumption of the character of an ig- 
norant learner asking information from one who 
knew better than himself—while it was essential* as 
an excuse for his practice as a questioner, contri- 
buted also to add zest and novelty to his conver- 
sation ; and totally banished from it both didactic 
pedantry and seeming bias as an advocate ; which, 
to one who talked so much, was of no small advan- 
tage. After he had acquired celebrity, this uniform 
profession of ignorance in debate was usually con- 
strued as mere affectation, and those who merely 
heard him occasionally, without penetrating into 
his intimacy, often suspected that he was amusing 
himself with ingenious paradox®. Timon the Sa- 


1 This is an interesting testimony preserved by Aristoxenus, on the 
testimony of his father Spintharus, who heard Sokratés (Aristox. Frag. 
28. ed. Didot). Spintharus said, respecting Sokratés—drs οὐ πολλοῖς 
αὐτός ye πιθανωτέροις ἐντετυχηκὼς εἴη" τοιαύτην εἶναι τήν τε φωνὴν καὶ 
τὸ στόμα καὶ τὸ ἐπιφαινόμενον ἦθος, καὶ πρὸς πᾶσί τε τοῖς εἰρημένοις τὴν 
τοῦ εἴδους ἰδιότητα. 

It seems evident also, from the remarkable passage in Plato’s Sym- 
posion, c. 39. p. 215 A, that he too must have been much affected by 
the singular physiognomy of Sokratés : compare Xenoph. Sympos. iv. 19. 

2 Aristot. de Sophist. Elench. c. 32. p. 183. b. 6. Compare also 
Plutarch, Queest. Platonic. p. 999 E. Τὸν οὖν ἐλεγκτικὸν λόγον ὥσπερ 
καθαρτικὸν ἔχων φάρμακον, ὁ Σωκράτης ἀξιόπιστος ἦν ἑτέρους ἐλέγχων, 
τῷ μηδὲν ἀποφαίνεσθαι" καὶ μᾶλλον ἥπτετο, δοκῶν ζητεῖν κοινῇ τὴν 
ἀλήθειαν, οὐκ αὐτὸς ἰδίᾳ δόξῃ βοηθεῖν. 

3 Xenoph. Mem. iv. 4, 9. 

Plato, Gorgias, c. 81. p. 481 B. σπουδάζει ταῦτα Σωκράτης ἣ παίζει ; 
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tirist, and Zeno the Epicurean, accordingly de- 


‘scribed him as a buffoon who turned every one into 


ridicule, especially men of eminence’. 

It is by Plato that the negative and indirect vein 
of Sokratés has been worked out and immortalized ; 
while Xenophon, who sympathised little in it, com- 
, Plains that others looked at his master too exclu- 
ἢ sively on this side, and that they could not conceive 
him as a guide to virtue, but only as a stirring and 
propulsive force*. One of the principal objects of 
his ‘ Memorabilia’ is, to show, that Sokratés, after 
having worked upon novices sufficiently with the 
negative line of questions, altered his tone, desisted 
from embarrassing them, and addressed to them 
precepts not less plain and simple than directly 
useful in practice*®. I do not at all doubt that this 
Republic, i. ο. 11. p. 337 A. αὐτὴ ἐκείνη ἡ εἰωθυῖα εἰρωνεία Σωκράτους, διε. 
(Apol. Sok. c. 28. p. 38 A). 

' Diog. Laért. ii. 16; Cicero, De Nat. Deor. i. 34,93. Cicero (Bru- 
tus, 85, 292) also treats the irony of Sokratés as intended to mock and 


humiliate his fellow-dialogists, and it sometimes appears so in the 
dialogues of Plato. Yet I doubt whether the real Sokratés could have 


_had any pronounced purpose of this kind. 


3 The beginning of Xen. Mem. i. 4, 1 is particularly striking on this 
head—Ei δέ τινες Σωκράτην νομίζουσιν (as ἕνιοι “γράφουσι τε καὶ λέγουσι 
περὶ αὐτοῦ τεκμαιρόμενοι) προτρέψα σθαι μὲν ἀνθρώπους ἐπ ἀρετὴν 

κράτιστον γεγονέναι, προαγαγεῖν δὲ én’ αὐτὴν οὐχ ἱκανόν---σκεψάμενοι 
μὴ μόνον ἃ ἐκεῖνος κολαστηρίου ἕνεκα τοὺς πάντ᾽ οἱομένους 
εἰδέναι ἐρωτῶν ἤλεγχεν, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἃ λέγων συνδιημέρενε τοῖς συνδια- 
τρίβουσιν, δοκιμαζόντων, εἰ ἱκανὸς ἣν βελτίους ποιεῖν τοὺς συνόντας. 

ὃ Xenophon, after describing the dialogue wherein Sokratés cross- 
examines and humiliates Euthydémus, says at the end—O δὲ (So- 
kratés) ὡς ἔγνω αὐτὸν οὕτως ἔχοντα, ἥκιστα μὲν αὐτὸν διετάραττεν, 
ἁπλούστατα δὲ καὶ σαφέστατα ἐξηγεῖτο ἅ τε ἐνόμιζεν εἰδέναι δεῖν, 
καὶ ἃ ἐπιτηδεύειν κράτιστα εἶναι. 

Again, iv. 7,1. Ὅτι μὲν οὖν ἁπλῶς τὴν ἑαντοῦ γνώμην ἀπεφαίνετο 
Σωκράτης πρὸς τοὺς ὁμιλοῦντας αὐτῷ, δοκεῖ μοι δῆλον ἐκ τῶν εἰρημένων 
εἶναι, &c. 


His readers were evidently likely to doubt, and required proof, that 
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was often the fact, and that the various dialogues 
in which Xenophon presents to us the philosopher 
inculcating self-control, temperance, piety, duty 
to parents, brotherly love, fidelity in friendship, 
diligence, benevolence, &c., on positive grounds— 
are a faithful picture of one valuable side of his 
character, and an essential part of the whole. Such 
direct admonitory influence was common to So- 
kratés with Prodikus and the best of the Sophists. 

It is however neither from the virtue of his life, 
nor from the goodness of his precepts (though both 
were essential features in his character), that he 
derives his peculiar title to fame, but from his ori- 
ginality and prolific efficacy in the line of speculative 
philosophy. Of that originality, the first portion 
(as has been just stated) consisted in his having been 
the first to conceive the idea of an Ethical Science 
with its appropriate End, and with precepts capable 
of being tested and improved ; but the second point, 
and not the least important, was, his peculiar me- 
thod—and extraordinary power of exciting scientific 
impulse and capacity in the ininds of others. It was 
not by positive teaching that this effect was pro- 
duced. Both Sokratés and Plato thought that little 
mental improvement could be produced by expo- 
sitions directly communicated, or by new written 
matter lodged in the memory’. It was necessary that 


Sokratés could speak plainly, directly, and positively: so much better 
known was the other side of his character. 

1 Plato, Sophistés, c. 17. p. 230 A. pera δὲ πολλοῦ πόνου τὸ vovbe- 
τητικὸν εἶδος τῆς παιδείας σμικρὸν ἀνύτειν, &c. Compare a fragment of 
Demokritus, in Mullach’s edition of the Fragm. Demoknit. p. 175. Ἐν. 
Moral. 59. Τὸν οἰόμενον νόον ἔχειν ὁ νονθετέων ματαιοπονέει. 


Compare Plato, Epistol. vii. p. 343, 914. 
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mind should work upon mind, by short question and 
answer, or an expert employment of the dialectic 
process!, in order to generate new thoughts and 
powers—a process, which Plato, with his exuberant 
fancy, compares to copulation and pregnancy, re- 
presenting it as the true way, and the only effectual 
way, of propagating the philosophic spirit. 

We should greatly misunderstand the negative 
and indirect vein of Sokratés, if we suppose that it 
ended in nothing more than simple negation. On 
busy or ungifted minds, among the indiscriminate 
public who heard him, it probably left little per- 
manent effect of any kind, and ended in a mere 
feeling of admiration for ingenuity, or perhaps dislike 
of paradox: on practical minds like Xenophon, its 
effect was merged in that of the preceptorial ex- 
hortation : but where the seed fell upon an intellect 
having the least predisposition or capacity for sy- 
stematic thought, the negation had only the effect 
of driving the hearer back at first, giving him a new 
impetus for afterwards springing forward. The So- 
kratic dialectics, clearing away from the mind its 
mist of fancied knowledge, and laying bare the real 
ignorance, produced an immediate effect like the 
touch of the torpedo*: the newly-created conscious- 
ness of ignorance was alike unexpected, painful, and 
humiliating—a season of doubt and discomfort, yet 
combined with an internal working and yearning 
after truth, never before experienced. Such intellec- 


1 Compare two passages in Plato’s Protagoras, c. 49. p. 329 A, and 
c. 94. p. 318 Ὁ; and the Pheedrus, c. 138-140. p. 276 A, E. 
2 Plato, Men. c. 13. p. 80 A. ὁμοιότατος τῇ πλατείᾳ νάρκῃ τῇ θα- 


λασσίᾳ. 
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tual quickening, which could never commence until 
the mind had been disabused of its original illusion 
of false knowledge, was considered by Sokratés not 
merely as the index and prgcursor, but as the indis- 
pensable condition, of future progress. It was the 
middle point in the ascending mental scale; the 
lowest point being ignorance unconscious, self-satis- 
fied, and mistaking itself for knowledge; the next 
above, ignorance conscious, unmasked, ashamed of 
itself, and thirsting after knowledge as yet unpos- 
sessed; while actual knowledge, the third and highest 
stage, was only attainable after passing through the 
second as a preliminary’. This second was a sort of 
pregnancy, and every mind either by nature inca- 
pable of it, or in which, from want of the necessary 
conjunction, it had never arisen—was barren for all 
purposes of original or self-appropriated thought. 
Sokratés regarded it as his peculiar vocation and 
skill (employing another Platonic metaphor), while 
he had himself no power of reproduction, to deal 
with such pregnant and troubled minds in the ca- 
pacity of a midwife; to assist them in that mental 
parturition whereby they were to be relieved, but 
at the same time to scrutinise narrowly the offspring 
which they brought forth, and if it should prove 
distorted or unpromising, to cast it away with the 


? This tripartite graduation of the intellectual scale is brought out 
by Plato in the Symposion, c. 29. p. 204 A, and in the Lysis, c. 33. 
p- 218 A. 

The intermediate point of the scale is what Plato here (though not 
always) expresses by the word φιλόσοφος in its strict etymological 
sense—“ a lover of knowledge;”’ one who is not yet wise, but who, having 
learnt to know and feel his own ignorance, is anxious to become wise— 
and has thus made what Plato thought the grentest and most difficult 
step towards really becoming so. 
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rigour of a Lykurgean nurse, whatever might be the 
reluctance of the mother-mind to part with its new- 
born'. There is nothing which Plato is more fertile 
in illustrating, than this rglation between the teacher 
and the scholar, operating not by what it put into 
the latter, but by what it evolved out of him; by 
creating an uneasy longing after truth—aiding in 
the elaboration necessary for obtaining relief—and 
testing whether the doctrine elaborated possessed 
the real lineaments, or merely the delusive sem- 
blance, of truth. 

There are few things more remarkable than the 
description given of the colloquial magic of Sokratés 
and its vehement effects, by those who had them- 


1 The effect of the interrogatory procedure of Sokratés in forcing on 
the minds of youth a humiliating consciousness of ignorance and an 
eager anxiety to be relieved from it, is not less powerfully attested in 
the simpler language of Xenophon, than in the metaphorical variety of 
Plato. See the conversation with Euthydémus in the Memorabilia of 
Xenophon, iv. 2; a long dialogue which ends by the confession of the 
latter (c. 39)--- ἀναγκάζει με ταῦτα ὁμολογεῖν δηλονότι ἡ ἐμὴ φαυλότης" 
καὶ φροντίζω μὴ κράτιστον ἦ μοι σιγᾶν κινδυνεύω γὰρ ἁπλῶς οὐδὲν 
εἰδέναι. Καὶ πάνυ ἀθύμως ἔχων ἀπῆλθε" καὶ νομίσαε τῷ ὄντι ἀνδρά- 
ποδον εἶναι: compare i. 1, 16. 

This same expression—“ thinking himself no better than a slave” — 
is also put by Plato into the mouth of Alkibiadés, when he is describing 
the powerful effect wrought on his mind by the conversation of So- 
kratés (Symposion, ο. 39, Ρ. 215, 216) - Περικλέους δὲ ἀκούων καὶ ἄλλων 
ἀγαθῶν ῥητόρων εὖ μὲν ἡγούμην, τοιοῦτον δ᾽ οὐδὲν ἔπασχον, οὐδὲ τεθορύ- 
βητό μου ἡ ψυχὴ οὐδ᾽ ἠγανάκτει ὡς ἀνδραποδωδῶς διακειμένον. 
"AAN’ ὑπὸ τούτον τοῦ Μαρσύου πολλάκις δὴ οὕτω διετέθην, ὥστε μοι 
δόξαι μὴ βιωτὸν εἶναι ἔχοντι ὡς ἔχω. 

Compare also the Meno, c. 13. p. 79 E, and Thestet. c. 17, 22. 
Ρ. 148 E, 151 C, where the metaphor of pregnancy, and of the obste- 
tric art of Sokratés, ὦ 18 expanded—mdaxover de δὴ οἱ ἐμοὶ ξυγγιγνόμενοι 
καὶ τοῦτο ταὐτὸν ταῖς τικτούσαις᾽ ὠδίνουσι γὰρ καὶ ἀπορίας ἐμπίμπλανται 
νυκτάς τε καὶ ἡμέρας πολὺ μᾶλλον ἣ ἐκεῖναι. Ταύτην τε τὴν ὠδῖνα ἐγείρειν 
τε καὶ ἀποπαύειν ἡ ἐμὴ τέχνη δύναται--- Ἐνίοτε δὲ, of ἂν μή μοι δόξωσιν 
ἐγκύμονες εἶναι, γνοὺς ὅτι οὐδὲν ἐμοῦ δέονται, πάνν εὐμενῶς 
προμνώμαι, &c. 
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selves heard it and felt its force. Its suggestive 
and stimulating power was a gift so extraordinary, 
as well to justify any abundance of imagery on the 
part of Plato to illustrate it'. On the subjects 
to which he applied himself—man and society— 
his hearers had done little but feel and affirm: So- 
kratés undertook to make them think, weigh, and 
examine themselves and their own judgments— 
until the latter were brought into consistency with 
each other as well as with a known and venerable 


end. The generalisations embodied in their judg-. 


ments had grown together and coalesced in a man- 
ner at once so intimate, so familiar, yet so un- 
verified, that the particulars implied in them had 
passed out of notice: so that Sokratés, when he re- 
called these particulars out of a forgotten experience, 
presented to the hearer his own opinions under a 
totally new point of view. His conversations (even 
as they appear in the reproduction of Xenophon, 
which presents but a mere skeleton of the reality) 
exhibit the main features of a genuine inductive 
method, struggling against the deep-lying, but un- 
heeded, errors of the early intellect acting by itself, 
without conscious march or scientific guidance—of 
the intellectus sibt permissus—upon which Bacon so 
emphatically dwells. Amidst abundance of instantve 
negative, the scientific value of which is dwelt upon 
in the ‘ Novum Organon’*,’—and negative instances 


1 There is a striking expression of Xenophon, in the Memorabilia, 
about Sokratés and his conversation (i. 2, 14) :— 

“Ἧς dealt with every one just as he pleased in his discussions,” says 
Xenophon—rois δὲ διαλεγομένοις αὐτῷ πᾶσι χρώμενον ἐν τοῖς λόγοις 
ὅπως ἐβούλετο. 

351 know nothing so clearly illustrating both the subjects and the 
method chosen by Sokratés, as various passages of the immortal criti- 
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too so dexterously chosen as generally to show the 
way to new truth, in place of that error which they 


cisms in the Novum Organon.— When Sokratés (as Xenophon tells us) 
devoted his time to questioning gthers “ What is piety? What is 
justice? What is temperance, courage, political government?” &c., we 
best understand the spirit of his procedure by comparing the sentence 
which Bacon pronounces upon the first notions of the intellect—as 
radically vicious, confused, badly abstracted from things, and needing 
complete re-examination and revision—without which (he says) not one 
of them could be trusted :— 

“Quod vero attinct ad notiones primas intellectfs, nihil est eorum, 
quas intellectus sibi permtssus congessit, quin nobis pro suspecto sit, 
nec ullo modo ratum nisi novo judicio se stiterit, et secundum illud 
pronuntiatum fuerit.”” (Distributio Operis, prefixed to the N. O. p. 168 
of Mr. Montagu’s edition.)}—‘ Serum sane rebus perditis adhibetur 
remedium, postquam mens ex quotidiand vite consuetudine, et audi- 
tionibus, et doctrinis inqninatis occupata, et vanissimis idolis obsessa 
fuerit...... Restat unica salus ac sanitas, ut opus mentis universum de 
integro resumatur; ac mens, jam ab tpso principio, nullo modo silk 
permitiatur, sed perpetuo regatur.” (Ib. Preefatio, p. 186.)—* Syllo- 
gismus ¢x propositionibus constat, propositiones ex verbis, verba notio- 
num tessere sunt. Itaque si notiones ips (id quod basis rei est) con- 
fusee sint et temere a rebus abstractee, nihil in iis que superstruuntur 
est firmitudinis. Itaque spes est una in inductione vera. In notionibus 
nthil sani est, nec in logicis, nec in physicis. Non Substantia, non 
Qualitas, Agere, Pati, ipsum Esse, bone notiones sunt; multo minus 
Grave, Leve, Densum, ‘enue, Humidum, Siccum, Generatio, Corruptio, 
Attrahere, Fugare, Elementum, Materia, Forma, et id Genus; sed 
omnes phantastice et male terminate. Notiones infimarum specierum, 
Hominis, Canis, et prehensionum immediatarum sensus, Albi, Nigri, 
non fallunt magnopere: reliqgue omnes (quibus homines hactenus usi 
sunt) aberrationes sunt, nec debitis modis a rebus abstracte et exci- 
tate.” (Aphor. 14, 15, 16.)—*‘ Nemo adhuc tanta mentis constantia et 
rigore inventus est, ut decreverit et sibi imposuerit, theorias et notiones 
communes penitus abolere, et intellectum abrasum et @quum ad parti- 
cularia de tntegro applicare. Itaque ratio illa quam habemus, ex multé 
fide et multo etiam casu, necnon ex puerilibus, quas primo hausimus, 
notionibus, farrago quedam est et congeries.” (Aphor. 97.)--- Nil 
magis philosophie offecisse deprehendimus, quam quod res que fami- 
liares sunt et frequenter occurrunt, contemplationem hominum non 
morentur et detineant, sed recipiantur obiter, neque earum cause quasi 
soleant; ut non seepius requiratur informatio de rebus ignotis, quam 
attentio in notis.’”’ (Aphor. 119.) 


These passages, and many others to the same effect which might be 
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set aside—there is a close pressure on the hearer’s 
mind, to keep it in the distinct track of particulars, 


extracted from the Novum Organon, afford a clear illustration and an 
interesting parallel to the spirit and purpose of Sokratés. He sought 
to test the fundamental notions and generalisations respecting man and 
society, in the same spirit in which Bacon approached those of physics : 
he suspected the unconscious process of the growing intellect, and de- 
sired to revise it, by comparison with particulars—and from particulars 
too the most clear and certain, but which, from being of vulgar occur- 
rence, were least attended to. And that which Sokratés described in 
his language as “ conceit of knowledge without the reality,” is identical 
with what Bacon designates as the primary notions—the puerile no- 
tions—the aberrations—of the intellect left to itself, which have become 
so familiar and appear so certainly known, that the mind cannot shake 
them off, and has lost all habit, we might almost say all power, of 
examining them. 

The stringent process (or electric shock, to use the simile in Plato’s 
Menon) of the Sokratic Elenchus, afforded the best means of resus- 
citating this lost power. And the manner in which Plato speaks of 
this cross-examining Elenchus, as “the great and sovereign purifica- 
tion, without which every man, be he the great King himself, is un- 
schooled, dirty, and full of uncleanness in respect to the main conditions 
of happiness” —(«ai τὸν ἔλεγχον λεκτέον ws dpa μεγίστη καὶ κυριωτάτη 
τῶν καθάρσεων ἐστὶ, καὶ τὸν ἀνέλεγκτον αὖ τομιστέον, ἂν καὶ τυγχάνῃ 
μέγας βασιλεὺς ὧν, τὰ μέγιστα ἀκάθαρτον ὄντα' ἀπειίδεντόν τε καὶ αἰσχρὸν 
γεγονέναι ταῦτα, ἃ καθαρώτατον καὶ κάλλιστον ἔπρεπε τὸν ὄντως ἐσόμενον 
εὐδαίμονα eivac—Plato, Suphist. c. 34. p. 230 E.) precisely corresponds 
to that ‘‘cross-eramination of human reason tn tts native or sponta- 
neous process,” which Bacon specifies as one of the three things essen- 
tial to the expurgation of the intellect, so as to qualify it for the attain- 
ment of truth—“ Itaque doctrina ἰδία de expurgatione intellectds, ut 
ipse ad veritatem habilis sit, tribus redargutionibus absolvitur ; redar- 
gutione philosophiarum, redargutione demonstrationum, οἱ redargutione 
rationis humane native.” (Nov. Organ. Distributio Opens, p. 170. ed. 
Montagu.) 

To show further how essential it is (mm the opinion of the best judges) 
that the native intellect should be purged or purified, before it can pro- 
perly apprehend the truths of physical philosophy—I transcribe the in- 
troductory passage of Sir John Herschel’s ‘ Astronomy :’— 

‘‘In entering upon any scientific pursuit, one of the student’s first 
endeavours ought to be to prepare his mind for the reception of truth, 
by dismissing, or at least loosening his hold on, all such crude and 
hastily adopted notions respecting the objects and relations he is about 
to examine, as may tend to embarrass or mislead him ; and to strengthen 
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as conditions of every just and consistent generalli- 
sation; and to divert it from becoming enslaved 
to unexamined formule, or from delivering mere 
intensity of persuasion under the authoritative 
phrase of reason. Instead of anxiety to plant in 
the hearer a conclusion ready-made and accepted 
on trust, the questioner keeps up a prolonged sus- 
pense, with special emphasis laid upon the par- 
ticulars tending both affirmatively and negatively ; 
nor is his purpose answered, until that state of 
knowledge and apprehended evidence is created, out 
of which the conclusion starts as a living product, 
with its own root and self-sustaining power, con- 
sciously linked with its premises. If this conclu- 
sion so generated be not the same as that which the 
questioner himself adopts, it will at least be some 
other, worthy of a competent and examining mind 
taking its own independent view of the appropriate 
evidence. And amidst all the variety and divergence 
of particulars which we find enforced in the language 


himeelf, by something of an effort and a resolve, for the unprejudiced 
admission of any conclusion which shall appear to be supported by 
careful observation and logical argument ; even should it prove adverse 
to notions he may have previously formed for himself, or taken up, 
without examination on the credit of others. Such an effort is, in fact, 
a commencement of that intellectual discipline which forms one of the 
most important ends of all science. It is the first movement of ap- 
proach towards that state of mental purity which alone can fit us for a 
full and steady perception of moral beauty as well as physical adapta- 
tion. It is the ‘euphrasy and rue,’ with which we must purge our sight 
before we can receive, and contemplate as they are, the lineaments of 
truth and nature.” (Sir John Herschel, Astronomy—Introduction.) 

I could easily multiply citations from other eminent writers on phy- 
sical philosophy, to the same purpose. All of them prescribe this in- 
tellectual punfication: Sokratés not only prescribed it, but actually 
administered it, by means of his Elenchus, in reference to the subjects 
on which he talked. 
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of Sokratés, the end, towards which all of them 
point, is one and the same, emphatically signified 
—the good and happiness of social man. 

It is not then to multiply proselytes or to pro- 
cure authoritative assent— but to create earnest 
seekers, analytical intellects, foreknowing and con- 
sistent agents, capable of forming conclusions for 
themselves and of teaching others—as well as to 
force them into that path of inductive generalisa- 
tion whereby alone trustworthy conclusions can be 
formed—that the Sokratic method aspires. In 
many of the Platonic dialogues, wherein Sokratés 
is brought forward as the principal disputant, we 
read a series of discussions and arguments, distinct, 
though having reference to the same subject—but 
terminating either in a result purely negative, or 
without any definite result at all. The commen- 
tators often attempt, but in my judgment with little 
success, either by arranging the dialogues in a sup- 
posed sequence or by various other hypotheses—to 
assign some positive doctrinal conclusion as having 
been indirectly contemplated by the author. But if 
Plato had aimed at any substantive demonstration 
of this sort, we cannot well imagine that he would 
have left his purpose thus in the dark, visible only 
by the microscope of a critic. The didactic value 
of these dialogues—that, wherein the genuine So- 
kratic spirit stands most manifest—consists, not in 
the positive conclusion proved, but in the argumen- 
tative process itself, coupled with the general im- 
portance of the subject upon which evidence nega- 
tive and affirmative is brought to bear. 

This connects itself with that which I remarked 
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in the preceding chapter, when mentioning Zeno 
and the first manifestations of dialectics, respecting 
the large sweep, the many-sided argumentation, and 
the strength as well as forwardness of the negative 
arm—in Grecian speculative philosophy. Through 
Sokratés, this amplitude of dialectic range was trans- 
mitted from Zeno first to Plato and next to Aristotle. 
It was a proceeding natural to men who were not 
merely interested in establishing, or refuting, some 

civen particular conclusion—-but who also (like ex- 

pert mathematicians in their own science) loved, 

esteemed, and sought to improve, the dialectic pro- 

cess itself, with the means of verification which it 

afforded ; a feeling, of which abundant evidence is 

to be found in the Platonic writings'. Such plea- 

sure in the scientific operation—though not merely 

innocent, but valuable both as a stimulant and as a 

cuarantee against error, and though the correspond- 

ing taste among mathematicians is always treated 

with the sympathy which it deserves—incurs much 

unmerited reprobation from modern historians of 
philosophy, under the name of love of disputation, 

caviling, or sceptical subtlety. 

But over and above any love of the process, the 
subjects to which dialectics were applied, from So- 
kratés downwards,—man and society, ethics, poli- 
tics, metaphysics, &c., were such as particularly 
called for this many-sided handling. On topics 
like these, relating to sequences of fact which de- 
pend upon a multitude of co-operating or conflicting 
causes, it is impossible to arrive, by any one thread 


1 See particularly the remarkable passage in the Philébus, c. 18. 
p. 16 seq. 
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of positive reasoning or induction, at absolute doc- 
trine which a man may reckon upon finding always 
true, whether he remembers the proof or not ; as is 
the case with mathematical, astronomical, or phy- 
sical truth. The utmost which Science can ascer- 
tain, on subjects thus complicated, is an aggregate, 
not of peremptory theorems and predictions, but of 
tendencies! ; by studying the action of each sepa- 
rate cause, and combining them together as well as 
our means admit. The knowledge of tendencies 
thus obtained, though falling much short of cer- 
tainty, is highly important for guidance: but it is 
plain that conclusions of this nature—resulting from 
multifarious threads of evidence—true only on a 
balance, and always liable to limitation—can never 
be safely detached from the proofs on which they 
rest, or taught as absolute and consecrated formulz’. 


1 See this point instructively set forth in Mr. John Stuart Mill’s Sy- 
stem of Logie, vol. 11. book vi. p. 565. Ist edition. 

? Lord Bacon remarks in the Novum Organon (Aph. 71) :— 

“ταῦ autem sapientia Grecorum professoria, ct in disputationes 
effusa, quod genus inquisitioni veritatis adversissimum est. ltaque no- 
men illud Sophistarum—quod per contemptum ab iis, qui se philosophos 
haberi volucrunt, in antiquos rhetores rejectum et traductum est, Gor- 
giam, Protagoram, Hippiam, Polum—etiam universo generi competit, 
Platoni, Aristoteli, Zenoni, Epicuro, Theophrasto, et eorum successo- 
ribus, Chrysippo, Carncadi, reliquis.” 

Bacon is quite right in effacing the distinction between the two lists 
of persons whom he compares, and in saying that the latter were just 
as much Sophists as the former, in the sense which he here gives to 
the word as well as in every other legitimate sense. But he is not 
justified in imputing to either of them this many-sided argumentation 
as a fault, looking to the subjects upon which they brought it to bear. 
His remark has application to the simpler physical sciences, but none 
to the moral. It had great pertinence and value, at the time when he 
brought it forward, and with reference to the important reforms which 
he was seeking to accomplish in physical science. In so far as Plato, 
Aristotle, or the other Greek philosophers, apply their deductive method 
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They require to be kept in perpetual and conscious 
association with the evidences, affirmative and ne- 
gative, by the joint consideration of which their 
truth is established ; nor can this object be attained 
by any other means than by ever-renovated discus- 
sion, instituted from new and distinct points of view, 
and with free play to that negative arm which is 
indispensable as stimulus not less than as control. 
To ask for nothing but results—to decline the labour 
of verification—to be satisfied with a ready-made 
stock of established positive arguments as proof— 
and to decry the doubter or negative reasoner, who 
starts new difficulties, as a common enemy—this is 
a proceeding sufficiently common, in ancient as well 
as in modern times. But it 1s nevertheless an ab- 
negation of the dignity and even of the functions of 
speculative philosophy. It is the direct reverse of 
the method both of Sokratés and Plato, who, as in- 
quirers, felt that, for the great subjects which they 
treated, multiplied threads of reasoning, coupled 
with the constant presence of the cross-examining 
Elenchus, were indispensable. Nor is it less at 
variance with the views of Aristotle (though a man 
very different from either of them), who goes round 
his subject on all sides, states and considers all its 
difficulties, and insists emphatically on the necessity 
of having all these difficulties brought out in full 
force, as the incitement and guide to positive phi- 
losophy, as well as the test of its sufficiency’. 

to physical subjects, they come justly under Bacon’s censure. But 
here again, the fault consisted less in disputing too much, than in too 
hastily admitting false or inaccurate axioms without dispute. 


' Aristotel. Metaphysic. iii. 1, 2-5. p. 995 a. 
The indispensable necessity, to a philosopher, of having before him 


fn 
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Understanding thus the method of Sokratés, we 
shall be at no loss to account for a certain variance 
on his part (and a still greater variance on the part 
of Plato, who expanded the method in writing so 
much more) with the Sophists, without supposing 
the latter to be corrupt teachers. As they aimed 
at qualifying young men for active life, they accepted 


all the difficulties and doubts of the problem which he tries to solve, 
and of looking at a philosophical question with the same alternate 
attention to its affirmative and negative side, as is shown by a judge to 
two litigants—is strikingly set forth in this passage : I transcribe a por- 
tion of it—’Eari δὲ rots εὐπορῆσαι βουλομένοις προὔργου τὸ διαπορῆσαι 
καλῶς" ἢ γὰρ ὕστερον εὐπορία λύσις τῶν πρότερον ἀπορουμένων ἐστὶ, 
λύειν δ᾽ οὔκ ἐστιν ἀγνοοῦντας τὸν δεσμόν. ........ Διὸ δεῖ τᾶς δυσχερείας 
τεθεωρηκέναι πάσας πρότερον, τούτων τε χάριν, καὶ διὰ τὸ τοὺς ζητοῦντας 
ἄνευ τοῦ διαπορῆσαι πρῶτον, ὁμοίους εἶναι τοῖς ποῖ δεῖ βαδίζειν ἀγνοοῦσι, 
καὶ πρὸς τούτοις οὐδ᾽ εἴ ποτε τὸ ζητούμενον εὕρηκεν, ἢ μὴ, γιγνώσκειν' τὸ 
γὰρ τέλος τούτῳ μὲν οὐ δῆλον, τῷ δὲ προηπορηκότι δῆλον. “Eri δὲ βέλτιον 
ἀνάγκη ἔχειν πρὸς τὸ κρίνειν, τὸν ὥσπερ ἀντιδίκων καὶ τῶν ἀμφισβητούν- 
των λόγων ἀκηκοότα πάντων. 

A little further on, in the same chapter (iii. 1, 19. p. 996 a), he makes 
a remarkable observation. Not merely it is difficult, on these philoso- 
phical subjects, to get at the truth—but it is not easy to perform well even 
the preliminary task of discerning and setting forth the ratiocinative diffi- 
culties which are to be dealt with—Ilep) yap τούτων ἁπάντων ov μόνον 
χαλεπὸν τὸ εὐπορῆσαι τῆς ἀληθείας, GAN’ οὐδὲ τὸ διαπορῆσαι λόγῳ 
ῥάδιον καλῶς. Διαπορῆσαι means the same as διεξελθεῖν τὰς ἀπορίας 
(Bonitz. not. ad loc.) “ἴο go through the various points of difficulty.” 

This last passage illustrates well the characteristic gift of Sokratés, 
which was exactly what Aristotle calls τὸ διαπορῆσαι λόγῳ καλῶς---ἴο 
force on the hearer’s mind those ratiocinative difficulties which served 
both as spur and as guide towards solution and positive truth—towards 
comprehensive and correct generalisation, with clear consciousness of 
the common attribute binding together the various particulars included. 

The same care to admit and even invite the development of the ne- 
gative side of a question—to accept the obligation of grappling with all 
the difficulties—to assimilate the process of inquiry to a judicial pleading 
—is to be seen in other passages of Aristotle ; see Ethic. Nikomach. vii. 
1, 5; De Anim, i. 2. p. 403 6; De Ceelo, 1.10. p. 279 ὃ; Topica, i. 2, 
p- 101 α--Κ(Χρήσιμος δὲ ἡ διαλεκτικὴ) πρὸς ras κατὰ φιλοσοφίαν ἐπιστήμας, 
ὅτι δυνάμενοι πρὸς ἀμφότερα διαπορῆσαι, ῥᾷον ἐν ἑκάστοις κατοψόμεθα 
τἀληθές τε καὶ τὸ ψεῦδος. Compare also Cicero, Tusc. Disput. ii. 3, 9. 
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the current ethical and political sentiment, with its 
unexamined commonplaces and inconsistencies, 
merely seeking to shape it into what was accounted 
a meritorious character at Athens. They were thus 
exposed, along with others—and more than others, 
in consequence of their reputation—to the analytical 
cross-examination of Sokratés, and were quite as 
little able to defend themselves against it. 

Prodigious © Whatever may have been the success of Protago- 


efficacy oF ras or any other among these Sophists, the mighty 


New ego. OFiginality of Sokratés achieved results not only 
sophical ~~ equal at the time, but incomparably grander and 
more lasting in reference to the future. Out of his 
intellectual school sprang not merely Plato, himself 
a host—but all the other leaders of Grecian specu- 
lation for the next half-century, and all those who 
continued the great line of speculative philosophy 
down to later times. Eukleidés and the Megaric 
school of philosoplhers—Aristippus and the Kyrenaic 
—Antisthenés and Diogenés, the first of those called 
the Cynics—all emanated more or less directly from 
the stimulus imparted by Sokratés, though each fol- 
lowed a different vein of thought'.. Ethics continue 
to be what Sokratés had first made them, a distinct 
branch of philosophy, alongside of which politics, 
rhetoric, logic, and other speculations relating to 
man and society, gradually arranged themselves ; all 
of them more popular, as well as more keenly con- 


1 Cicero (de Orator. iii. 16, 61; Tuscul. Disput. v. 4, 11}—*‘ Cujus 
(Socratis) multiplex ratio disputandi, rerumque varietas, et ingenii 
magnitudo, Platonis ingenio et literis consecrata, plura genera effecit 
dissentientium philosophorum.” Ten distinct varieties of Sokratic 
philosophers are enumerated; but I lay little stress on the exact 
Dumber. 
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troverted, than physics, which at that time pre- 
sented comparatively little charm, and still less of 
attainable certainty. There can be no doubt that 
the individual influence of Sokratés permanently 
enlarged the horizon, improved the method, and 
multiplied the ascendent minds, of the Grecian spe- 
culative world, in a manner never since paralleled. 
Subsequent philosophers may have had a more ela- 
borate doctrine, and a larger number of disciples 
who imbibed their ideas ; but none of them applied 
the same stimulating method with the same efficacy 
—none of them struck out of other minds that fire 
which sets light to original thought—none of them 
either produced in others the pains of intellectual 
pregnancy, or extracted from others the fresh and 
unborrowed offspring of a really parturient mind. 
Having thus touched upon Sokratés, both as first 
opener of the field of Ethics to scientific study— 
and as author of a method, little copied and never 
paralleled since his time, for stimulating in other 
men’s minds earnest analytical inquiry—I speak last 
about his theoretical doctrine. Considering the 
fanciful, far-fetched ideas, upon which alone the Py- 
thagoreans and other predecessors had shaped their 
theories respecting virtues and vices, the wonder is 
that Sokratés, who had no better guides to follow, 
should have laid down an ethical doctrine which has 
the double merit of being true, as far as it goes, 
legitimate, and of comprehensive generality; though 
it errs, mainly by stating a part of the essential con- 
ditionsof virtue’ (sometimes also a part of the Ethical 


1 In setting forth the Ethical End, the language of Sokratés (as far 
as we can judge from Xenophon and Plato) seems to have been not 
always consistent with itself. He sometimes stated it as if it included 
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End), as if it were the whole. Sokratés resolved all 
virtue into knowledge or wisdom; all vice, into 
ignorance or folly. To do right was the only way 
to impart happiness, or the least degree of unhap- 
piness compatible with any given situation: now 
this was precisely what every one wished for and 
aimed at—only that many persons, from igno- 
rance, took the wrong road; and no man was wise 
enough always to take the right. But as no man 
was willingly his own enemy, so no man ever did 
wrong willingly ; it was because he was not fully 
or correctly informed of the consequences of his 
own actions ; so that the proper remedy to apply 
was enlarged teaching of consequences and improved 
judgment’. To make him willing to be taught, the 
only condition required was to make him conscious 
of his own ignorance ; the want of which conscious- 
ness was the real cause both of indocility and of 
vice. 

That this doctrine sets forth one portion of the 
essential conditions of virtue, 15 certain; and that 
too the most commanding portion, since there can 
be no assured moral conduct except under the su- 
premacy of reason. But that it omits to notice, 
what is not less essential to virtue, the proper con- 


a reference to the happiness, not merely of the agent himself, but of 
others besides—both, as co-ordinate elements; at other times, he seems 
to speak as if the end was nothing more than the happiness of the agent 
himself, though the happiness of others was among the greatest and 
most essential means. The former view is rather countenanced by 
Xenophon, the best witness about his master, so that I have given it as 
belonging to Sokratés, though it is not always adhered to. The latter 
view appears most in Plato, who assimilates the health of the soul to 
the health of the body—an End essentially self-regarding. 
1 Cicero, de Orator. i. 47, 204, 
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dition of the emotions, desires, &c., taking account 
only of the intellect—is also certain ; and has been 
remarked by Aristotle’ as well as by many others. 
It is fruitless, in my judgment, to attempt by any 
refined explanation, to make out that Sokratés 
meant by ‘‘ knowledge,” something more than what 
is directly implied in the word. He had present to 
his mind, as the grand depravation of the human 
being, not so much vice as madness; that state in 
which a man does not know what he is doing. 
Against the vicious man, securities both public and 
private, may be taken, with considerable effect ; 
against the madman there is no security except per- 
petual restraint. He is incapable of any of the 
duties incumbent on social man, nor can he, even if 
he wishes, do good either to himself or to others. 
The sentiment which we feel towards such an un- 
happy being is indeed something totally different 
from moral reprobation, such as we feel for the 
vicious man who does wrong knowingly. But So- 
kratés took measure of both with reference to the 
purposes of human life and society, and pronounced 
that the latter was less completely spoiled for those 
purposes than the former. Madness was ignorance 
at its extreme pitch, accompanied too by the cir- 
cumstance that the madman himself was uncon- 
scious of his own ignorance, acting under a sincere 
persuasion that he knew what he was doing. But 
short of this extremity, there were many varieties 
and gradations in the scale of ignorance, which, if 
accompanied by false conceit of knowledge, differed 


1 Xenoph. Mem. iii. 9, 4; Aristot. Ethic. Nikomach. vi. 13, 3-5; 
Ethic. Eudem. i. 5; Ethic. Magn. i. 35. 
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from madness only in degree—and each of which 
disqualified a man from doing right, in proportion 
to the ground which it covered. The worst of all 
ignorance—that which stood nearest to madness— 
was when a man was ignorant of himself, fancying 
that he knew what he did not really know, and that 
he could do, or avoid, or endure, what was quite be- 
yond his capacity ; when for example, intending to 
speak the same truth, he sometimes said one thing, 
sometimes another—or, casting up the same arith- 
metical figures, made sometimes a greater sum, 
sometimes a less. A person who knows his letters, 
or an arithmetician, may doubtless write bad ortho- 
graphy or cast-up incorrectly, by design—but can 
also perform the operations correctly, if he chooses ; 
while one ignorant of writing or of arithmetic, cannot 
do it correctly, even though he should be anxious 
to do so. The former therefore comes nearer to 
the good orthographer or arithmetician than the 
latter. So, if a man knows what is just, honour- 
able, and good, but commits acts of a contrary 
character—he is juster, or comes nearer to being 
a just man, than one who does not know what 
just acts are, and does not distinguish them from 
unjust ; for this latter cannot conduct himself justly, 
even if he desires it ever so much’. 

1 Xenoph. Mem. iii. 9, 6; iv. 2, 19-22. δικαιότερον δὲ τὸν ἐπιστά- 
μενον ra δίκαια τοῦ μὴ ἐπισταμένου---- [Ὁ call him the suster man of the 
two, when neither are just, can*hardly be meant: I translate it accord- 
ing to what seems to me the meaning intended. So γραμματικώτερον 
(in the sentence before) means, comes nearer to a good orthographer. 
The Greek derivative adjectives im -ἰκὸς are very difficult to render 
precisely. | 

Compare Plato, Hippias Minor, c. 15. p. 372 D—where the same 
opinion is maintained. Hippias tells Sokratés in that dialogue (c. 11. 
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The opinion here maintained illustrates forcibly He was led 
the general doctrine of Sokratés. I have already genera 
observed that the fundamental idea which governed 4, νος ΡΣ 
his train of reasoning, was, the analogy of each μὲν κα 
man’s social life and duty to a special profession or 
trade. Now what is principally inquired after in 
regard to these special men, is their professional 
capacity ; without this, no person would ever think 
of employing them, let their dispositions be ever so 
good ; with it, good dispositions and diligence are 
presumed, unless there be positive grounds for sus- 
pecting the contrary. But why do we indulge such 
presumption? Because their pecuniary interest, 
their professional credit, and their place among 
competitors, are staked upon success, so that we 
reckon upon their best efforts. But in regard to 
that manifold and indefinite series of acts which 
constitute the sum total of social duty, a man has 
no such special interest to guide and impel him, 
nor can we presume in him those dispositions which 
will ensure his doing right, wherever he knows 
what right is. Mankind are obliged to give pre- 
miums for these dispositions, and to attach penalties 
to the contrary, by means of praise and censure: 
moreover the natural sympathies and antipathies of 
ordinary minds, which determine so powerfully the 
application of moral terms, run spontaneously in 
this direction, and even overshoot the limit which 
reason would prescribe. The analogy between the 
paid special duty, and the general social duty, fails 
in this particular. Even if Sokratés were correct 


p. 369 B) that he fixes his mind on a part of the truth, and omits to 
notice the rest. 


VOL. VIII. 25s 
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as to the former (and this would be noway true), in 
making the intellectual conditions of good conduct 
stand for the whole—no such inference could safely 
be extended to the latter. 

Sokratés affirmed that ‘‘ well-doing’’ was the 


> noblest pursuit of man. “ Well-doing ” consisted 


in doing a thing well after having learnt it and 
practised it, by the rational and proper means: it 
was altogether disparate from good fortune, or suc- 
cess without rational scheme and preparation. ‘‘ The 
best man (he said) and the most beloved by the 
gods, is, he who as a husbandman, performs well 
the duties of husbandry—as a surgeon, those of 
medical art—in political life, his duty towards the 
commonwealth. But the man who does nothiog 
well, is neither useful—nor agreeable to the gods'.” 
This is the Sokratic view of human life : to look at 
it as an assemblage of realities and practical details 
—to translate the large words of the moral voca- 
bulary into those homely particulars to which at 
bottom they refer—to take account of acts, not of 
dispositions apart from act (in contradiction to the 
ordinary flow of the moral sympathies )—tto enforce 
upon every one, that what he chiefly required was 
teaching and practice as preparations for act; and 
that therefore ignorance, especially ignorance mis- 
taking itself for knowledge, was his capital defi- 
ciency. The religion of Sokratés, as well as his 
ethics, had reference to practical human ends; nor 
had any man ever less of that transcendentalism in 
his mind, which his scholar Plato exhibits in such 
abundance. 
1 Xenoph. Memor. iii. 9, 14, 15. 
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It is indisputable, then, that Sokratés laid down 
a general ethical theory which is too narrow, and 
which states a part of the truth as if it were the 
whole. But as it frequently happens with philo- 
sophers who make the like mistake—we find that he 
did not confine his deductive reasonings within the 
limits of the theory, but escaped the erroneous con- 
sequences by a partial inconsistency. For example 
——no man ever insisted more emphatically than he, 
on the necessity of control over the passions and 
appetites—of enforcing good habits—and on the 
value of that state of the sentiments and emotions 
which such a course tended to form’. In truth, this 


1 Xenoph. Mem. ii. 6, 39. ὅσαι δ᾽ ἐν ἀνθρώποις dperai λέγονται ταύ- 
τας πάσας σκοπούμενος εὑρήσεις μαθήσει τε καὶ μελέτῃ αὐξανομένας. 
Again, the necessity of practice or discipline is inculcated, ii. 9, 1. 
When Sokratés enumerates the qualities requisite in a good friend, it 
is not merely superior knowledge which he talks of, but of moral ex- 
cellence; continence, a self-sufficing temper, mildness, a grateful dis- 
position (c. ul. 6, 1-5). 

Moreover Sokratés laid it down that continence or self-control was 
the very basis of virtue—ri» ἐγκράτειαν ἀρετῆς κρηπῖδα (i. 5, 4). Also 
that continence was indispensable in order to enable a man to acquire 
knowledge (iv. 5, 10, 11). 

Sokratés here plainly treats ἐγκράτειαν (continence or self-control) 

as not being a state of the intellectual man, and yet as being the very 
basis of virtue. He therefore does not seem to have applied consist- 
ently his general doctrine, that virtue consisted in knowlege, or in the 
excellence of the intellectual man, alone. Perhaps he might have said 
—Knowledge alone will be sufficient to make you virtuous ; but before 
you can acquire knowledge, you must previously have disciplined your 
emotions and appetites. This merely eludes the objection, without 
saving the sufficiency of the general doctrine. 
* I cannot concur with Ritter (Gesch. der Philos. vol. u. ch. 2. p. 78) 
in thinking that Sokratés meant by knowledge or wisdom, a transcenden- 
tal attribute, above humanity, and such as is possessed only by a god. 
This is by no means consistent with that practical conception of human 
life and its ends, which stands so plainly marked in his character. 

Why should we think it wonderful that Sokratés should propose a 
defective theory, which embraces only one side of a large and compli- 


252 
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is one particular characteristic of his admonitions. 
He exhorted men to limit their external wants, to be 
sparing in indulgence, and to cultivate, even in pre- 
ference to honours and advancement, those pleasures 
which would surely arise from a performance of 
duty, as well as froin self-examination and the con- 
sciousness of internal improvement. -This earnest 
attention, in measuring the elements and conditions 
of happiness, to the state of the internal associations 
as contrasted with the effect of external causes—as 
well as the pains taken to make it appear how much 
the latter depend upon the former for their power 
of conferring happiness, and how sufficient is mo- 
derate good fortune in respect to externals, provided 
the internal man be properly disciplined—is a vein 
of thought which pervades both Sokratés and Plato, 
and which passed from them, under various modi- 
fications, to most of the subsequent schools of ethical 
philosophy. It is probable that Protagoras or Pro- 
dikus, training rich youth for active life—without 
altogether leaving out such internal element of 
happiness, would yet dwell upon it less ; a point of 
decided superiority in Sokratés. 
Political The political opinions of Sokratés were much akin 
oro f to his ethical, and deserve especial notice, as having 
᾿ in part contributed to his condemnation by the Di- 
kastery. He thought that the functions of govern- 
ment belonged legitimately to those who knew best 
how to exercise them for the advantage of the go- 
verned. ‘‘ The legitimate King or Governor was not 


cated question? Considering that his was the first theory derived from 
data really belonging to the subject, the wonder is, that it was so near 
an approach to the truth. 
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the man who held the sceptre—nor the man elected 
by some vulgar persons—nor he who had got the 
post by lot—nor he who had thrust himself in by 
force, or by fraud—but he alone who knew how to 
govern well’.” Just as the pilot governed on ship- 
board, the surgeon in a sick man’s house, the trainer 
in a palestra—every one else being eager to obey 
these professional superiors, and even thanking and 
recompensing them for their directions, simply be- 
cause their greater knowledge was an admitted fact. 
It was absurd (Sokratés used to contend) to choose 
public officers by lot, when no one would trust him- 
self on shipboard under the care of a pilot selected 
by hazard*, nor would any one pick out a carpenter 
or a musician in like manner. 

We do not know what provisions Sokratés sug- 
gested for applying his principle to practice—for 
discovering who was the fittest man in point of 
knowledge—or for superseding him in case of his 
becoming unfit, or in case another fitter than he 
should arise. The analogies of the pilot, the sur- 
geon, and professional men generally, would na- 
turally conduct him to election by the people, re- 
newable after temporary periods; since no one of 
these professional persons, whatever may be his 
positive knowledge, is ever trusted or obeyed except 
by the free choice of those who confide in him, and 
who may at any time make choice of another. But 
it does not appear that Sokratés followed out this 
part of the analogy. His companions remarked to 
him that his first-rate intellectual ruler would be a 
despot, who might, if he pleased, either refuse to 

' Xen. Mem. iii. 9, 10, 11. 4 Xen. Mem. i. 2, 9. 
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listen to good advice, or even put to death those 
who gave it. ‘ He will not act thus—(replied So- 
kratés) for if he does, he will himself be the greatest 
loser'.”” 

We may notice in this doctrine of Sokratés the 
same imperfection as that which is involved in the 
ethical doctrine ; a disposition to make the intel- 
lectual conditions of political fitness stand for the 
whole. His negative political doctrine is not to be 
mistaken: he approved neither of democracy, nor 
of oligarchy. As he was not attached, either by 
sentiment or by conviction, to the constitution of 
Athens —so neither had he the least sympathy 
with oligarchical usurpers such as the Four Hundred 
and the Thirty. His positive ideal state, as far as 
we can divine it, would have been something like 
that which is worked out in the ‘Cyropredia’ of 
Xenophon. 

In describing the persevering activity of Sokratés, 
as a religious and intellectual missionary, we have 
really described his life; for he had no other oc- 
cupation than this continual intercourse with the 
Athenian public—his indiscriminate conversation, 
and invincible dialectics. Discharging faithfully and 
bravely his duties as an hoplite on military service 
—but keeping aloof from official duty in the Di- 
kastery, the public assembly, or the Senate-house, 
except in that one memorable year of the battle of 
Arginusz—he incurred none of those party animo- 
sities which an active public life at Athens often 
provoked. His life was legally blameless, nor had 
he ever been brought up before the Dikastery until 


1 Xen. Mem. iii. 9,12: compare Plato, Gorgias, c. 56. p. 469, 470. 
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his one final trial, when he was seventy years of 
age. That he stood conspicuous before the public 
eye in 423 B.c., at the time when the ‘Clouds’ of 
Aristophanés were brought on the stage—is cer- 
tain: he may have been, and probably was, con- 
spicuous even earlier: so that we can hardly al- 
low him less than thirty years of public, notorious, 
and efficacious discoursing, down to his trial in 


399 B.c. 
It was in that year that Melétus, seconded by two 


auxiliaries, Anytus and Lykon, presented against 
him, and hung up in the appointed place (the por- 
tico before the office of the second or King-Archon), 
an indictment against him in the following terms :— 
‘‘ Sokratés is guilty of crime, first, for not wor- 
shiping the gods whom the city worships, but in- 
troducing new divinities of his own—next, for cor- 
rupting the youth. The penalty due is, death.” 

It is certain that neither the conduct nor the con- 
versation of Sokratés had undergone any alteration 
for many years past ; since the sameness of his man- 
ner of talking is both derided by his enemies and 
confessed by himself. Our first sentiment therefore 
(apart from the question of guilt or imnocence) is 
one of astonishment, that he should have been pro- 
secuted, at seventy years of age, for persevering in 
an occupation which he had publicly followed during 
twenty-five or thirty years preceding. Xenophon, 
full of reverence for his master, takes up the matter 
on mych higher ground, and expresses himself in a 
feeling of indignant amazement that the Athenians 
could find anything to condemn in a man every way 
so admirable. But whoever attentively considers 
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the picture which I have presented of the purpose, 
the working, and the extreme publicity of Sokratés, 
will rather be inclined to wonder, not that the in- 
dictment was presented at last, but that some such 
indictment had not been presented long before. 
Such certainly is the impression suggested by the 
language of Sokratés himself, in the ‘ Platonic Apo- 
logy.’ He there proclaims emphatically, that though 
his present accusers were men of consideration, it 
was neither their enmity, nor their eloquence, which 
he had now principally to fear; but the accumu- 
lated force of antipathy—the numerous and import- 
ant personal enemies, each with sympathising par- 
tisans—the long-standing and uncontradicted ca- 
lumnies '—raised against him throughout his cross- 
examining career. 

In truth the mission of Sokratés, as he himself 
describes it, could not but prove eminently unpo- 
pular and obnoxious. To convince a man that, of 


ion. matters which he felt confident of knowing, and had 


never thought of questioning or even of studying, 
he is really profoundly ignorant, insomuch that he 
cannot reply to a few pertinent queries without in- 
volving himself in flagrant contradictions—is an 
operation highly salutary, often necessary, to his 
future improvement; but an operation of painful 
surgery, in which indeed the temporary pain expe- 
rienced is one of the conditions almost indispensable 


1 Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 2. p. 18 B; c. 16. p. 28 A. °O δὲ καὶ ἐν τοῖς 
ἔμπροσθεν ἔλεγον, ὅτι πολλή μοι ἀπέχθεια γέγονε καὶ πρὸς πολλοὺς, εὖ 
ἴστε ὅτι ἀληθές ἐστιν. Καὶ τοῦτ᾽ ἐστὶν ὃ ἐμὲ αἱρήσει, ἐάνπερ αἱρῇ ---οὐ 
Μέλητος, οὐδὲ “Awros, ἀλλ᾽ ἡ τῶν πολλῶν διαβολὴ καὶ φθόνος. 

The expression τῶν πολλῶν in this last line is not used in its most 
common signification, but is equivalent to τούτων τῶν πολλῶν. 
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to the future beneficial results. It is one which few 
men can endure without hating the operator at the 
time ; although doubtless such hatred would not 
only disappear, but be exchanged for esteem and 
admiration, if they persevered until the full ulterior 
consequences of the operation developed themselves. 
But we know (from the express statement of Xeno- 
phon) that many, who underwent this first pungent 
thrust of his dialectics, never came near him again : 
he disregarded them as laggards’, but their voices 
did not the less count in the hostile chorus. What 
made that chorus the more formidable, was, the high 
quality and position of its leaders. For Sokratés 
himself tells us, that the men whom he chiefly and 
expressly sought out to cross-examine, were the 
men of celebrity as statesmen, rhetors, poets, or 
artisans ; those at once most sensitive to such hu- 
miliation, and most capable of making their enmity 
effective. 

When we reflect upon this great body of antipa- 
thy, so terrible both from number and from con- 
stituent items, we shall wonder only that Sokratés 
could have gone on so long standing in the market- 
place to aggravate it, and that the indictment of 
Melétus could have been so long postponed ; since 
it was just as applicable earlier as later, and since 
the sensitive temper of the people, as to charges of 
irreligion, was a well-known fact®. The truth is, that 
as history presents to us only one man who ever de- 
voted his life to prosecute this duty of an elenchic or 


1 Xen. Mem. iv. 2, 40. Πολλοὶ μὲν οὖν τῶν οὕτω διατεθέντων ὑπὸ 
Σωκράτους οὐκέτι αὐτῷ προσήεσαν, obs καὶ βλακωτέρους ἐνόμιζεν. 

3 Plato, Euthyphron, c. 2. p.3 C. εἰδὼς ὅτι εὐδιάβολα τὰ τοιαῦτα 
πρὸς τοὺς πολλούς. 
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cross-examining missionary—so there was but one 
city, in the ancient world at least, wherein he would 
have been allowed to prosecute it for twenty-five years 
with safety and impunity ; and that city was Athens. 
I have in a previous volume noted the respect for 
individual dissent of opinion, taste, and behaviour, 
among one another, which characterized the Athe- 
nian population, and which Periklés puts in em- 
phatic relief as a part of his funeral discourse. It 
was this established liberality of the democratical 
sentiment at Athens which so long protected the 
noble eccentricity of Sokratés from being disturbed 
by the numerous enemies which he provoked: at 
Sparta, at Thebes, at Argos, Milétus, or Syracuse, 
his blameless jife would have been insufficient as a 
shield, and his irresistible dialectic power would 
have caused him to be only the more speedily si- 
lenced. Intolerance is the natural weed of the hu- 
man bosom, though its growth or development may 
be counteracted by liberalizing causes ; of these, at 
Athens, the most powerful was, the democratical 
constitution as there worked, in combination with 
diffused intellectual and wsthetical sensibility, and 
keen relish for discourse. Liberty of speech was 
consecrated, in every man’s estimation, among the 
first of privileges ; every man was accustomed to 
hear opinions, opposite to his own, constantly ex- 
pressed,—and to believe that others had a right to 
their opinions as well as himself. And though men 
would not, as a general principle, have extended such 
toleration to religious subjects—yet the established 
habit in reference to other matters greatly influenced 
their practice, and rendered them more averse to 


Cuap. LXVIII.] PRACTICAL TOLERANCE OF DISSENT. 635 


any positive severity against avowed dissenters 
from the received religious belief. It is certain that 
there was at Athens both a keener intellectual sti- 
mulus, and greater freedom as well of thought as 
‘of speech, than in any other city of Greece. The 
long toleration of Sokratés is one example of this 
general fact, while his trial proves little, and his 
execution nothing, against it—as will presently 
appear. 

There must doubtless have been particular cir- 
cumstances, of which we are scarcely at all informed, 
which induced his accusers to prefer their indict- 
ment at the actual moment, in spite of the advanced 
age of Sokratés. 

In the first place, Anytus, one of the accusers of 
Sokratés, appears to have become incensed against 
him on private grounds. The son of Anytus had 
manifested interest in his conversation, and So- 
kratés, observing in the young man intellectual 
impulse and promise, endeavoured to dissuade his 
father from bringing him up to his own trade of a 
leather-seller’. It was in this general way that a 
great proportion of the antipathy against Sokratés 
was excited, as he himself tells us in the ‘ Platonic 
Apology.’ The young men were those to whom he 
chiefly addressed himself, and who, keenly relishing 
his conversation, often carried home new ideas which 
displeased their fathers*; hence the general charge 
against Sokratés of corrupting the youth. Now 


1 See Xenoph. Apol. Sok. 5. 29, 30. This little piece bears a very 
erroneous title, and may possibly not be the composition of Xenophon, 
as the commentators generally affirm; but it has every appearance of 
being a work of the time. 

3 Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 10. p. 23 C; ¢. 27. p. 37 E. 
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this circumstance had recently happened in the pe- 
culiar case of Anytus, a rich tradesman, a leading 
man in politics, and just now of peculiar influence 
in the city, because he had been one of the leading 
fellow-labourers with Thrasybulus in the expulsion 
of the Thirty, manifesting an energetic and meri- 
torious patriotism. He (like Thrasybulus and many 
others) had sustained great loss of property! during 
the oligarchical dominion ; which perhaps made 
him the more strenuous in requiring that his son 
should pursue trade with assiduity, in order to restore 
the family fortunes. He seems moreover to have 
been an enemy of all teaching which went beyond 
the narrowest practicality—hating alike Sokratés 
and the Sophists?. 

While we can thus point out a recent occurrence, 
which had brought one of the most ascendent poli- 
ticians in the city into special exasperation against 
Sok ratés—another circumstance which weighed him 
down was, his past connexion with the deceased 
Kritias and Alkibiadés. Of these two men, the lat- 
ter, though he had some great admirers, was on the 
whole odious—still more from his private insolence 
and enormities than from his public treason as an 
exile. But the name of Kritias was detested, and 
deservedly detested, beyond that of any other man 
in Athenian history, as the chief director of the un- 
measured spoliation and atrocities committed by the 
Thirty. That Sokratés had educated both Kritias 
and Alkibiadés, was affirmed by the accusers, and 
seemingly believed by the general public, both at 


1 Isokrat. Or. xviii. cont. Kallimach. s. 30. 
3 See Plato, Menon, c. 27, 28. p. 90, 91. 
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the time and afterwards’. That both of them had 
been among those who conversed with him, when 
young men, is an unquestionable fact ; to what ex- 
tent, or down to what period, the conversation was 
carried, we cannot distinctly ascertain. Xenophon 
affirms that both of them frequented his society 
when young, to catch from him an argumentative 
facility which might be serviceable to their political 
ambition ; that he curbed their violent and licen- 
tious propensities, so long as they continued to come 
to him; that both of them manifested a respectful 
obedience to him, which seemed in little consonance 
with their natural tempers ; but that they soon quit- 
ted him, weary of such restraint, after having ac- 
quired as much as they thought convenient of his 
peculiar accomplishment. The writings of Plato, 
on the contrary, impress us with the idea that the 
association of both of them with Sokratés must 
have been more continued and intimate; for both 
of them are made to take great part in the Platonic 
dialogues—while the attachment of Sokratés to 
Alkibiadés is represented as stronger than that which 
he ever felt towards any other man ; a fact not dif- 
ficult to explain, since the latter, notwithstanding 
his ungovernable dispositions, was distinguished in 
his youth not less for capacity and forward impulse, 
than for beauty—and since youthful beauty fired 
the imagination of the Greeks, especially that of 
Sokratés, more than the charms of the other sex’. 
From the year 420 B.c., in which the activity of 

1 schinés, cont. Timarch. c. 34. p. 74. ὑμεῖς Σωκράτη τὸν σοφιστὴν 
ἀπεκτείνατε, ὅτι Κριτίαν ἐφάνη πεπαιδευκὼς, &c. Xenoph. Mem. i. 2, 12. 

2 See Plato (Charmidés, c. 3. p. 154 C; Lysis, c. 2. p. 204 B; Pro- 
tagoras, c. 1. p. 309 A), &c. 
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Alkibiadés as a political leader commenced, it seems 
unlikely that he could have seen much of Sokratés 
—and after the year 415 s.c., the fact is impossible ; 
since in that year he became a permanent exile, with 
the exception of three or four months in the year 
4078... At the moment of the trial of Sokratés, 
therefore, his connexion with Alkibiadés must at 
least have been a fact long past and gone. Respect- 
ing Kritias, we make out less; and as he was a 
kinsman of Plato (one of the well-known compa- 
nions of Sokratés, and present at his trial), and 
himself an accomplished and literary man, his 
association with Sokratés may have continued 
jonger ; at least acolour was given for so asserting. 
Though the supposition that any of the vices either 
of Kritias or Alkibiadés were encouraged, or even 
tolerated, by Sokratés, can have arisen in none but 
prejudiced or ill-informed minds—yet it is certain 
that such a supposition was entertained ; and that 
it placed him before the public in an altered posi- 
tion after the enormities of the Thirty. Anytus, 
incensed with him already on the subject of his 
son, would be doubly incensed against him as the 
reputed tutor of Kritias. 

Of Melétus, the primary, though not the most 
important accuser, we know only that he was a poet 


kratés. | _of Lykon, that he was a rhetor. Both these 


classes had been alienated by the cross-examining 
dialectics to which many of their number had been 
exposed by Sokratés. They were the last men to 
bear such an exposure with patience, and their 
enmity, taken as a class rarely unanimous, was truly 
formidable when it bore upon any single individual. 
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We know nothing of the speeches of either of the 
accusers before the Dikastery, except what can be 
picked out from the remarks in Xenophon and the 
defence of Plato. Of the three counts of the indict- 
ment, the second was the easiest for them to support, 
on plausible grounds. That Sokratés was a reli- 


gious innovator, would be considered as proved by § 


the peculiar divine sign of which he was wont to 
speak freely and publicly, and which visited no one 
except himself. Accordingly, in the ‘ Platonic De- 
fence,’ he never really replies to this second charge. 
He questions Melétus before the Dikastery, and the 
latter is represented as answering, that he meant to 
accuse Sokratés of not believing in the gods at all! ; 
to which imputed disbelief Sokratés answers with 
an emphatic negative. Insupport of the first count, 
however—the charge of general disbelief in the gods 
recognized by the city—nothing in his conduct 
could be cited ; for he was exact in his legal worship 
like other citizens—and even more than others, if 
Xenophon is correct*. But it would appear that 
the old calumnies of the Aristophanic ‘Clouds’ were 
revived, and that the effect of that witty drama, 
together with similar efforts of Eupolis and others, 
perhaps hardly less witty—was still enduring; a 
striking proof that these comedians were no impo- 
tent libellers. Sokratés manifests greater appre- 
hension of the effect of the ancient impressions, than 
of the speeches which had been just delivered against 
him: but these latter speeches would of course tell, 
by refreshing the sentiments of the past, and re- 


} Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 14. p. 26 C. 
2 Xen. Mem. i. 2, 64; i. 3,1. 


Indictment 
—grounds 
of the ac- 
cusers— 
effect of the 
‘Clouds’ of 
Aristo- 


640 HISTORY OF GREECE. [Part Il. 


viving the Aristophanic picture of Sokratés as a 
speculator on physics as well as a rhetorical teacher 
for pleading, making the worse appear the better 
reason’. Sokratés in the ‘Platonic Defence’ appeals 
to the number of persons who had heard him dis- 
course, whether any of them had ever heard him 
say one word on the subject of physical studies’ ; 
while Xenophon goes further, and represents him 
as having positively discountenanced them, on the 
ground of impiety®. 

As there were three distinct accusers to speak 
against Sokratés, so we may reasonably suppose 
that they would concert beforehand on what topics 
each should insist ; Melétus undertaking that which 
related to religion, while Anytus and Lykon would 
dwell on the political grounds of attack. Ia the 
* Platonic Apology,’ Sokratéscommentsemphatically 
on the allegations of Melétus, questions him publicly 
before the Dikasts, and criticises his replies: he 
makes little allusion to Anytus, or to anything except 
what is formally embodied in the indictment; and 
treats the last count, the charge of corrupting youth, 
in connexion with the first, as if the corruption 
alleged consisted in irreligious teaching. But Xeno- 
phon intimates that the accusers, in enforcing this 
allegation of pernicious teaching, went into other 
matters quite distinct from the religious tenets of 
Sokratés, and denounced him as having taught them 
lawlessness and disrespect, as well towards their pa- 
rents as towards their country. We find mention 
made in Xenophon of accusatory grounds similar 


2 Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 3. p.19B. 3 Plato, Apol. Sok. Ἂς. 3. p. 196. 
3 Xen. Mem. i. ], 13. 
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to those in the ‘ Clouds ’—similar also to those 
which mpdern authors usually advance against the 
Sophists. 

Sokratés (said Anytus and the other accusers) 
taught young men to despise the existing political 
constitution, by remarking that the Athenian prac- 
tice of naming Archons by lot was silly, and that 
no man of sense would ever choose in this way a 
pilot or a carpenter—though the mischief arising 
from bad qualification was in these cases far less 
than in the case of the Archons'. Such teaching 
(it was urged) destroyed in the minds of the hearers 
respect for the laws and constitution, and rendered 
them violent and licentious. As examples of the 
way in which it had worked, his two pupils Kritias 
and Alkibiadés might be cited, both formed in his 
school; one, the most violent and rapacious of the 
Thirty recent oligarchs ; the other, a disgrace to the 
democracy by his outrageous insolence and licen- 
tiousness*; both of them authors of ruinous mis- 
chief to the city.: 

Moreover the youth learnt trom him conceit of 
their own superior wisdom, and the habit of insulting 
their fathers as well as of slighting their other kins- 
men. Sokratés told them (it was urged) that even 
their fathers, in case of madness, might be lawfully 
put under restraint, and that when a man needed 
service, those whom he had to look to were not his 
kinsmen as such, but the persons best qualified to 
render it: thus, if he was sick, he must consult a 
surgeon—if involved in a lawsuit, those who were 

1 Xen. Mem. i. 2, 9. ? Xen. Mem. i. 2, 12. 
VOL. VIII. 2T 
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most conversant with such a situation. Between 
friends also, mere good feeling and affectign was of 
little use—the important circumstance was, that 
they should acquire the capacity of rendering mu- 
tual service to each other. No one was worthy of 
esteem except the man who knew what was proper 
to be done, and could explain it to others: which 
meant (urged the accuser) that Sokratés was not 
only the wisest of men, but the only person capable 
of making his pupils wise; other advisers being 
worthless compared with him!. 

He was in the habit too (the accusation proceeded) 
of citing the worst passages out of distinguished 
poets, and of perverting them to the mischievous pur- 
pose of spoiling the dispositions of youth—planting 
in them criminal and despotic tendencies. Thus 
he quoted a line of Hesiod—‘‘ No work is disgrace- 
ful; but indolence is disgraceful :”’ explaining it to 
mean, that a man might without scruple do any sort 
of work, base or unjust as it might be, for the sake 
of profit. Next, Sokratés was particularly fond of 
quoting those lines of Homer (in the second book 
of the Iliad) wherein Odysseus is described as bring- 
ing back the Greeks, who had just dispersed from 
the public agora in compliance with the exhortation 
of Agamemnén, and were hastening to their ships. 
Odysseus caresses and flatters the chiefs, while he 
chides and even strikes the common men; though 
both were doing the same thing, and guilty of the 
same fault—if fault it was, to obey what the com- 
mander-in-chief had himself just suggested. So- 

1 Xen. Mem. i. 2, 49-53. 
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kratés interpreted this passage (the accuser affirmed) 
as if Homer praised the application of stripes to 
poor men and the common people’. 

Nothing could be easier than for an accuser to 
find matter for inculpation of Sokratés, by partial 
citations from his continual discourses, given with- 
out the context or explanations which had accom- 
panied them—by bold invention, where even this 
partial basis was wanting —sometimes also by taking 
up real error, since no man who is continually talk- 
ing, especially extempore, can always talk correctly. 
Few teachers would escape, if penal sentences were 
permitted to tell against them, founded upon evi- 
dence such as this. Xenophon, in noticing the 
imputations, comments upon them all, denies some, 
and explains others. As to the passages out of He- 
siod and Homer, he affirms that Sokratés drew from 
them inferences quite contrary to those alleged*— 
which latter seem indeed altogether unreasonable, 
‘invented to call forth the deep-seated democratical 
sentiment of the Athenians, after the accuser had 
laid his preliminary ground by connecting Sokratés 
with Kritias and Alkibiadés. That Sokratés im- 
properly depreciated either filial duty, or the do- 
mestic affections, is in like manner highly impro- 
bable. We may much more reasonably believe the 
assertion of Xenophon, who represents him to have 
exM@rted the hearer ‘‘ to make himself as wise, and 
as capable of rendering service, as possible ; so that, 
when he wished to acquire esteem from father or 
brother or friend, he might not sit still in reliance 
on the simple fact of relationship, but might earn 

1 Xen. Mem. i. 2, 56-59. 3 Xen. Mem. i. 2, 59. 
272 
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such feeling by doing them positive good'.” To 
tell a young man that mere good feeling would be 
totally insufficient, unless he were prepared and 
competent to carry it into action— is a lesson which 
few parents would wish to discourage. Nor would 
any generous parent make it a crime against the 
teaching of Sokratés, that it rendered his son wiser 
than himself—which probably it would do. To re- 
strict the range of teaching for a young man, be- 
cause It may make him think himself wiser than his 
father—is only one of the thousand shapes in which 
the pleading of ignorance against knowledge was 
then, and still continues occasionally to be, pre- 
sented. 

Nevertheless it is not to be denied that these 
attacks of Anytus bear upon the vulnerable side of 
the Sokratic general theory of Ethics, according to 
which, virtue was asserted to depend upon know- 
ledge. I have already remarked that this is true, 
but not the whole truth ; a certain state of the affec- 
tions and dispositions being not less indispensable, 
as conditions of virtue, than a certain state of the in- 
telligence. An enemy therefore had some pretence 
for making it appear that Sokratés, stating a part 
of the truth as the whole, denied or degraded all 
that remained. But though this would be a criticism 
not entirely unfounded against his general theory, 
it would not hold against his-precepts or practécal 
teaching, as we find them in- Xenophon ; for these 

1 Xen. Mem. i. 2, ὅδ. Καὶ παρεκάλει ἐπιμελεῖσθαι τοῦ ὡς φρονιμώ- 
τατον εἶναι καὶ ὠφελιμώτατον, ὅ ὅπως, ἐάν τε ὑπὸ πατρὸς ἐάν τε ὑπὸ ἀδελ- 
φοῦ ἐάν τε ὑπ᾽ ἄλλου τινὸς βούληται τιμᾶσθαι, μὴ τῷ οἰκεῖος εἶναι 


πιστεύων ἀμελῇ, ἀλλὰ πειρᾶται, ὑφ᾽ δὲ δ ᾿βούληται τιμᾶσθαι, τούτοις 
ὠφέλιμος εἶναι. on 


: 


—, 
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(as I have remarked) reach much wider than his 
general theory, and inculcate the cultivation of 
habits and dispositions not less strenuously than 
the acquisition of knowledge. 

The censures affirmed to have been cast by So- 
kratés against the choice of Archons by lot at Athens, 
are not denied by Xenophon. The accuser urged 
that ‘‘ by such censures Sokratés excited the young 
men to despise the established constitution, and to 
become lawless and violent in their conduct’.”’ This 
is just the same pretence, of tendency to bring the 
government into hatred and contempt, on which in 
former days prosecutions for public libel were insti- 
tuted against writers in England, and on which they 
still continue to be abundantly instituted in France, 
under the first President ef the Republic. There can 
hardly be a more serious political mischief than such 
confusion of the disapproving critic with a conspi- 
rator, and imposition of silence upon dissentient mi- 
norities. Nor has there ever been any case in which 
such an imputation was more destitute of colour than 
that of Sokratés, who appealed always to men’s 
reason and very little to their feelings—so little in- 
deed, that modern authors make hiscoldness a matter 
of charge against him; who never omitted to incul- 
cate rigid observance of the law, and set the example 
of such observance himself. Whatever may have 
been his sentiments about democracy, he always 
obeyed the democratical government, nor is there 
any pretence for charging him with participation in 
oligarchical schemes. It was the Thirty, who for 


1 Xen. Mem. i. 2, 9. τοὺς δὲ τοιούτους λόγους ἐπαίρειν ἔφη τοὺς νέους 
καταφρονεῖν τῆς καθεστώσης πολιτείας, καὶ ποιεῖν βιαίους. 
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the first time in his long life, interdicted his teaching 
altogether—and were on the point almost of taking 
his life ; while his intimate friend Chzrephon was 


actually in exile with the democrats’. 


Xenophon lays great emphasis on two points, 
when defending Sokratés against his accusers. 
First, that his own conduct was virtuous, self- 
denying, and strict in obedience to the law. Next, 
that he accustomed his bearers to hear nothing 
except appeals to their reason, and impressed on 
them obedience only to their rational convictions. 
That such a man, with so great a weight of pre- 
sumption in his favour, should be tried and found 
guilty as a corruptor of youth—the most undefined 
of all imaginable charges—is a grave and melan- 
choly fact in the history of mankind. Yet when 
we see upon what light evidence moder authors 
are willing to admit the same charge against the 
Sophists, we have no right to wonder that the Athe- 
nians—when addressed, not through that calm rea- 
son to which Sokratés appealed, but through all 
their antipathies, religious as well as political, 
public as well as private—were exasperated into 
dealing with him as the type and precursor of Kri- 
tias and Alkibiadés. 

After all, the exasperation, and the consequent 
verdict of guilty, were not wholly the fault of the 
Dikasts, nor wholly brought about by his accusers 
and his numerous private enemies. No such ver- 
dict would have been given, unless by what we must 
call the consent and concurrence of Sokratés him- 
self. ‘This is one of the most important facts of 


' Plato, Apol. Sok. c.5.p.21A; ¢. 20. p. 32 E; Ken. Mem. i. 2, 31. 
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the case, in reference both to himself and to the 
Athenians. 

We learn from his own statement in the ‘ Platonic 
Defence,’ that the verdict of Guilty was only pro- 
nounced by a majority of five or six, amidst a body 
so numerous as an Athenian Dikastery ;—probably 
557 in total number', if a confused statement in 
Diogenes Laértius can be trusted. Now any one 
who reads that defence, and considers it in con- 
junction with the circumstances of the case and the 
feelings of the Dikasts, will see that its tenor is such 
as must have turned a much greater number of votes 
than six against him. And we are informed by the 
distinct testimony of Xenophon?, that Sokratés ap- 
proached his trial with the feelings of one who hardly 
wished to be acquitted. He took no thought what- 
ever for the preparation of his defence, and when his 
friend Hermogenés remonstrated with him on the 
serious consequences of such an omission, he re- 
plied, first, that the just and blameless life, which 
he was conscious of having passed, was the best of 
all preparations for defence—next, that having once 
begun to meditate on what it would be proper for 


1 Plato, Apol. Sok. Ἂς. 25. p. 36 Α; Diog. Laért. ii. 41. Diogenes 
says that he was condemned by 281 ψήφοις πλείοσι τῶν ἀπολνούσων. 
If he meant to assert that the verdict was found by a majority of 281 
above the acquitting votes, this would be contradicted by the ‘ Platonic 
Apology,’ which assures us beyond any doubt that the majority was not 
greater than five or six, so that the turning of three votes would have 
altered the verdict. But as the number 28] seems precise, and 1s not in 
itself untrustworthy, some commentators construe it, though the words 
as they now stand are perplexing, as the aggregate of the majority. 
Since the ‘ Platonic Apology’ proves that it was a majority of five or 
six, the minority would consequently be 276, and the total 557. 

2 Xen. Mem. iv. 8,4 seg. Ile learnt the fact from Hermogenés, who 
heard it from Sokratés himeelf. 
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him to say, the divine sign had interposed to for- 
bid him from proceeding. He went on to say, that 
it was no wonder that the gods should deem it better 
for him to die now, than to live longer. He had 
hitherto lived in perfect satisfaction, with a con- 
sciousness of progressive moral improvement, and 
with esteem, marked and unabated, from his friends. 
If his life were prolonged, old age would soon over- 
power him; he would lose in part his sight, his 
hearing, or his intelligence—and life with such 
abated efficacy and dignitv would be intolerable to 
him. Whereas, if he were condemned now, he 
should be condemned unjustly, which would be a 
great disgrace to his judges, but none to him: nay, 
it would even procure for him increase of sympathy 
and admiration, and a more willing acknowledgment 
from every one that he had been both a just man 
and an improving preceptor’. 
Sokratcs These words, spoken before his trial, intimate a 
himelf like state of belief which explains the tenor of the defence 
did not aad formed one essential condition of the final re- 
acquitted. gult. They prove that Sokratés not only cared 
little for being acquitted, but even thought that the 
approaching trial was marked out by the gods as 
the term of his life, and that there were good reasons 
why he should prefer such a consummation as best 
for himself. Nor is it wonderful that he should en- 
tertain that opinion, when we recollect the entire 
ascendency within him of strong internal conscience 
and intelligent reflection, built upon an originally 
fearless temperament, and silencing what Plato’ 


1 Xen. Mem. iv. 8, 9, 10. 
3 Plato, Phedon, c. 60. p. 77 E. ἀλλ᾽ ἴσως ἔνε τις καὶ ἐν ἡμῖν παῖς, 
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calls ‘‘the child within us, who trembles before 
death”—his great love of colloquial influence, and 
incapacity of living without it—his old age, now 
seventy years, rendering it impossible that such in- 
fluence could much longer continue—and the oppor- 
tunity afforded to him, by now towering above ordi- 
nary men under the like circumstances, to read an 
impressive lesson, as well as to leave behind him a 
reputation yet more exalted than that which he had 
hitherto acquired. It was in this frame of mind that 
Sokratés came to his trial and undertook his unpre- 
meditated defence, the substance of which we now 
read in the ‘ Platonic Apology.’ His calculations, 
alike high-minded and well-balanced, were com- 
pletely realised. Had he been acquitted after such 
a defence, it would have been not only a triumph 
over his personal enemies, but would have been a 
sanction on the part of the people and the popular 
Dikastery to his teaching—which indeed had been 
enforced by Anytus’ in his accusing argument, in 
reference to acquittal generally, even before he heard 
the defence: whereas his condemnation, and the 
feelings with which he met it, have shed double and 
triple lustre over his whole life and character. 
Prefaced by this exposition of the feelings of 


Sokratés, the ‘ PlatonicDefence’ becomes not merely sy 


sublime and impressive, but also the manifestation 
of a rational and consistent purpose. It does indeed 
include a vindication of himself against two out of 
the three counts of the indictment—against the 
ὅστις τὰ τοιαῦτα φοβεῖται. Τοῦτον οὖν πειρώμεθα πείθειν μὴ δεδιέναι τὸν 


θάνατον, ὥσπερ τὰ μορμολύκεια. 
δ Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 17. p. 29 C. 


~ 
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charge of not believing in the recognised gods of 
Athens, and that of corrupting the youth: respect- 
ing the second of the three, whereby he was charged 
with religious innovation, he says little or nothing. 
But it bears no resemblance to the speech of one 
standing on his trial, with the written indictment 
concluding ‘‘ Penalty, Death ”’—hanging up in open 
court before him. On the contrary, it is an em- 
phatic lesson to the hearers, embodied in the frank 
outpouring of a fearless and self-confiding con- 
science. Itis undertaken, from the beginning, be- 
cause the law commands; with a faint wish, and 
even not an unqualified wish,—but no hope,—that 
it may succeed'. Sokratés first replies to the stand- 
ing antipathies against him without, arising from 
the number of enemies whom his cross-examining 
Elenchus had aroused against him, and from those 
false reports which the Aristophanic ‘ Clouds’ had 
contributed so much to circulate. In accounting 
for the rise of these antipathies, he impresses upon 
the Dikasts the divine mission under which he was 
acting, not without considerable doubts whether they 
will believe him to be in earnest*; and gives that 
interesting exposition of his intellectual campaign, 
against ““ the conceit of knowledge without the 
reality,”’ of which I have already spoken. He then 


1 Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 2. p.19 A. Βουλοίμην μὲν οὖν ἂν τοῦτο οὕτω γε- 
νέσθαι, εἴτι ἄμεινον καὶ ὑμῖν καὶ ἐμοὶ, καὶ πλέον τί με ποιῆσαι ἀπολογού- 
μενον οἶμαι δὲ αὐτὸ χαλεπὸν εἶναι, καὶ οὐ πάνυ με λανθάνει οἷόν ἐστι. 
Ὅμως δὲ τοῦτο μὲν ἴτω ὅπῃ τῷ θεῷ φίλον, τῷ δὲ νόμῳ πειστέον καὶ 
ἀπολογητέον. . 

2 Plato, Apol. Sok. ς. 5. p. 20 Ὁ. Καὶ ἴσως μὲν δόξω τισιν ὑμῶν παίζειν 
—ed μέντοι ἴστε, πᾶσαν ὑμῖν τὴν ἀλήθειαν ἐρῶῷς Again, c. 28. p. 37 E. 
Ἐάν τε yap λέγω, ὅτι τῷ θεῷ ἀπειθεῖν τοῦτ' ἐστὶ, καὶ διὰ τοῦτ᾽ ἀδύνατον 
ἡσυχίαν ἄγειν, οὐ πείσεσθέ μοι ὡς εἰρωνενομένφ. 
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goes into the indictment, questions Melétus in open 
court, and dissects his answers. Having rebutted 
the charge of irreligion, he reverts again to the impe- 
rative mandate of the gods under which he is acting, 
‘* to spend his life in the search for wisdom and in 
examining himself as well as others ;” a mandate, 
which if he were to disobey, he would be then justly 
amenable to the charge of irreligion'; and he an- 
nounces to the Dikasts distinctly, that even if they 
were now to acquit him, he neither could nor would 
relax in the course which he had been pursuing?. 
He considers that the mission imposed upon him is 
among the greatest blessings ever conferred by the 
gods upon Athens’. He deprecates those murmurs 
of surprise or displeasure, which his discourse evi- 
dently called forth more than once*—though not so 
much on his own account, as on that of the Dikasts, 
who will be benefited by hearing him, and who will 
hurt themselves and their city much more than him, 
if they should now pronounce condemnation®. It 
was not on his own account that he sought to defend 
himself, but on account of the Athenians, lest they 
by condemning him should sin against the gracious 
blessing of the god: they would not easily find such 
another, if they should put him to death®. Though 


1 Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 17. p. 29 A. 

2 Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 17. p. 30 B. 

? Plato, Apol. Sok. ς. 17. p. 30 A,B. οἴομαι οὐδέν πω ὑμῖν μεῖζον ἀγαθὸν 
γενέσθαι ἣ τὴν ἐμὴν τῷ θεῷ ὑπηρεσίαν. 

4 Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 18. p. 30 Β. 

5 Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 18. p. 30 B. καὶ yap, ὡς ἐγὼ οἶμαι, ὀνήσεσθε 
ἀκούοντες---ἐὰν ἐμὲ ἀποκτείνητε τοιοῦτον ὄντα οἷον ἐγὼ λέγω, οὐκ ἐμε 
μείζω βλάψετε ἣ ὑμᾶς αὐτούς. 

6 Plato, Apol. Sok. ο. 18. p. 30 Ε. πολλοῦ δέω ἐγὼ ὑπὲρ ἐμαυτοῦ ἀπο- 
λογεῖσθαι, ὥς τις ἂν οἴοιτο, ἀλλ᾽ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν μή τι ἐξαμάρτητε περὶ τὴν τον 
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his mission had spurred him on to indefatigable ac- 
tivity in individual colloquy, yet the divine sign had 
always forbidden him from taking active part in 
public proceedings: on the two exceptional occa- 
sions when he had stood publicly forward,—once 
under the democracy, once under the oligarchy,— 
he had shown the same resolution as at present ;— 
not to be deterred by any terrors from that course 
which he believed to be just'. Young men were 
delighted, as well as improved, by listening to his 
cross-examinations: in proof of the charge that he 
had corrupted them, no evidence had been pro- 
duced—neither any of themselves, who having been 
once young when they enjoyed his conversation, had 
since grown elderly—nor any of their relatives ; 
while he on his part could produce abundant testi- 
mony to the improving effect of his society, from 
the relatives of those who had profited by it*. 

‘* No man (says he) knows what death is, yet men 
fear it as if they knew well that it was the greatest 
of all evils—which is just a case of that worst of all 
ignorance—the conceit of knowing what you do not 
really know. For my part, this is the exact point 
on which I differ from most other men, if there be 
any one thing in which 1 am wiser than they: as I 
know nothing about Hades, so I do not pretend to 
any knowledge; but I do know well, that disobe- 
dience to a person better than myself, either God 
or man, is both an evil and a shame; nor will I 
θεοῦ δόσιν ὑμῖν ἐμοῦ καταψηφισάμενοι" ἐὰν γὰρ ἐμὲ ἀποκτείνητε, ob ῥᾳδίως 
ἄλλον τοιοῦτον εὑρήσετε, &e. 


! Plato, Apol. Sok. ο. 20, 21. p. 33. 
3 Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 22. 
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ever embrace evil certain, in order to escape evil 
which may for aught I know be a good'. Perhaps 
you may feel indignant at ‘the resolute tone of my 
defence: you may have expected that I should do 
as most others do in less dangerous trials than mine 
—that I should weep, beg and entreat for my life, 
and bring forward my children and relatives to do 
the. same. I have relatives like other men, and 
three children; but not one of them shall appear 
before you for any such purpose. Not from any 
insolent dispositions on my part, nor any wish to 
put a slight upon you—but because I hold such 
conduct to be degrading to the reputation which I 
enjoy: for I have a reputation for superiority among 
you, deserved or undeserved as it may be. It isa 
disgrace to Athens when her esteemed men lower 
themselves, as they do but too often, by such mean 
and cowardly supplications ; and you Dikasts, in- 
stead of being prompted thereby to spare them, 
ought rather to condemn them the more for so dis- 
honouring the city*.. Apart from any reputation of 
mine, too, I should be a guilty man if I sought to 
bias you by supplications. My duty is to instruct 
and persuade you, if I can: but you have sworn to 
follow your convictions in judging according to the 
laws, not to make the laws bend to your partiality 
—and it is your duty so todo. Far be it from me 
to habituate vou to perjury ; far be it from you to 


1 Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 17. p. 29 B. Contrast this striking and truly 
Sokratic sentiment about the fear of death, with the commonplace way 
in which Sokratés is represented as handling the same subject in Xenoph. 
Memor. i. 4, 7. 

? Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 23. p. 34, 35. I translate the substance and not 
the words. 
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contract any such habit. Do not therefore require 
of me proceedings dishonourable in reference to 
myself as well as criminal and impious in regard to 
you—especially at a moment when I am myself re- 
butting an accusation of impiety advanced by Me- 
létus. I leave to you and to the god, to decide 
as may turn out best both for me and for you’.” 
No one who reads the ‘ Platonic Apology’ of So- 
kratés will ever wish that he had made any other 
defence. But it is the speech of one who delibe- 
rately forgoes the immediate purpose of a defence 
—persuasion of his judges; who speaks for poste- 
rity, without regard to his own life—‘‘sola pos- 
teritatis cura, et abruptis vite blandimentis*.”” The 
effect produced upon the Dikasts was such as So- 
kratés anticipated beforehand, and heard afterwards 
without surprise as without discomposure, in the 
verdict of guilty. His only surprise was, at the 
extreme smallness of the majority whereby that 
verdict was passed®. And this is the true matter 
for astonishment. Never before bad the Athenian 
Dikasts heard such a speech. addressed to them. 
While all of them doubtless knew Sokratés as a 
very able and very eccentric man, respecting his 


' Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 24. p. 35. 

* These are the striking words of Tacitus (Hist. ii. 54) respecting the 
last hours of the Emperor Otho, after his suicide had been fully resolved 
upon, but before it had been consummated: an interval spent in the 
most careful and provident arrangements for the security and welfare 
of those around him—“ ipsum viventem quidem relictum, sed solA pos- 
teritatis curi, et abruptis vite blandimentis.”’ 

8 Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 25. p. 36 A. Οὐκ ἀνέλπιστόν μοι γέγονε τὸ γεγονὸς 
τοῦτο, ἀλλὰ πολὺ μᾶλλον θαυμάζω ἑκατέρων τῶν ψήφων τὸν γεγονότα 
ἀριθμόν. Οὐ γὰρ ᾧμην ἔγωγε οὕτω παρ᾽ ὀλίγον ἔσεσθαι, ἀλλὰ παρὰ 
πολὺ, &e. 
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purposes and character they would differ ; some 
regarding him with unqualified hostility, a few 
others with respectful admiration, and a still larger 
number with simple admiration for ability, without 
any decisive sentiment either of antipathy or esteem. 
But by all these three categories, hardly excepting 
even his admirers, the speech would be felt to carry 
one sting which never misses its way to the angry 
feelings of the judicial bosom, whether the judges 
in session be one or a few or many—the sting of 
‘‘ affront to the court.” The Athenian Dikasts 
were always accustomed to be addressed with de- 
ference, often with subserviente: they now heard 
themselves lectured by a philosopher who stood be- 
fore them like a fearless and invulnerable superior, 
beyond their power, though awaiting their verdict ; 
one who laid claim to a divine mission, which pro- 
bably many of them believed to be an imposture— 
and who declared himself the inspired uprooter of 
‘conceit of knowledge without the reality,” which 
purpose many would not understand, and some 
would not like. To many his demeanour would 
appear to betray an insolence not without analogy 
to Alkibiadés or Kritias, with whom his accuser 
had compared him. 1 have already remarked, in 
reference to his trial, that considering the number 
of personal enemies whom he made, the wonder is, 
not that he was tried at all, but that he was not 
tried until so late in his life: I now remark in re- 
ference to the verdict, that, considering his speech 
before the Dikastery, we cannot be surprised that 
he was found guilty, but only that such verdict 
passed by so small a majority as five or six. 
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Assertion That the condemnation of Sokratés was brought 
hon that on distinctly by the tone and tenor of his defence— 
aight bave is the express testimony of Xenophon. ‘ Other 
eitted if persons on trial (he says) defended themselves in 
με δὰ such manner as to conciliate the favour of the Di- 
chosen it. 
kasts, or flatter, or entreat them, contrary to the 
laws, and thus obtained acquittal. But Sokratés 
would resort to nothing of this customary practice 
of the Dikastery contrary to the laws. Though he 
might easily have been let off by the Dikasts, tf he 
would have done anything of the kind even moderately, 
he preferred rather to adhere to the laws and die, 
than to save his life by violating them'.” Now no 
one in Athens except Sokratés, probably, would have 
construed the laws as requiring the tone of oration 
which he adopted ; nor would he himself have so 
construed them, if he had been twenty years younger, 
with less of acquired dignity, and more years of 
possible usefulness open before him. Without de- 
basing himself by unbecoming flattery or supplica- 
tion, he would have avoided lecturing them as a 
master and superior*—or ostentatiously asserting a 
divine mission for purposes which they would hardly 
understand—or an independence of their verdict 
which they might construe as defiance. The rhetor 


} Xenoph. Mem. iv. 4, 4. ᾿Εκεῖνος οὐδὲν ἠθέλησε τῶν εἰωθότων ἐν τῷ 
δικαστηρίῳ παρὰ τοὺς νόμους ποιῆσαι" ἀλλὰ ῥᾳδίως ἂν ἀφεθεὶς ὑπὸ τῶν 
δικαστῶν, εἰ καὶ μετρίως τι τούτων ἐποίησε, προείλετο μᾶλλον τοῖς νόμοις 
ἐμμένων ἀποθανεῖν, ἣ παρανομῶν ζῇν. 

3 Cicero (de Orat. i. 54, 231)—“ Socrates ita in judicio capitis pro se 
ipse dixit, ut non supplex aut reus, sed magister aut dominus videretur 
esse judicum.”” So Epiktétus also remarked, in reference to the defence 
of Sukratés—‘ By all means, abstain from*supplication for mercy; but 
do not put it specially forward, that you will abstain, unless you in- 
tend, like Sokratés, purposely to provoke the judges” (Arrian, Epiktét. 
Diss, ii. 2, 18). 
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Lysias is said to have sent to him a composed speech 
for his defence, which he declined to use, not think- 
ing it suitable to his dignity. But such a man as 
Lysias would hardly compose what would lower the 
dignity even of the loftiest client—though he would 
look to the result also; nor is there any doubt that 
if Sokratés had pronounced it—or even a much less 
able speech, if inoffensive—he would have been ac- 
quitted. Quintilian' indeed expresses his satisfac- 
tion that Sokratés maintained that towering dignity 
which brought out the rarest and most exalted of 
his attributes, but which at the same time renounced 
all chance of acquittal. Few persons will dissent 
from this criticism: but when we look at the sen- 
tence, as we ought in fairness to do, from the point 
of view of the Dikasts, justice will compel us to 
admit that Sokratés deliberately brought it upon 
himself, 

If the verdict of guilty was thus brought upon 
Sokratés by his own consent and cooperation, much 
more may the same remark be made respecting the 
capital sentence which followed it. In Athenian 
procedure, the penalty inflicted was determined by 
a separate vote of the Dikasts, taken after the verdict 
of guilty. The accuser having named the penalty 
which he thought suitable, the accused party on his 
side named some lighter penalty upon himself ; and 
between these two the Dikasts were called on to 
make their option—no third proposition being ad- 
missible. The prudence of an accused party always 
induced him to propose, even against himself, some 
measure of punishment which the Dikasts might be 

Δ Quintilian, Inst. Or. ii. 15, 30; xi. 1, 10; Diog. Laért. ii. 40. 
VOL. VIII. 2 u 
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satisfied to accept, in preference to the heavier 
sentence invoked by his antagonist. 

Now Melétus, in his indictment and speech against 
Sokratés, had called for the infliction of capital 
punishment. It was for Sokratés to make his own 
counter-proposition, and the very small majority, 
by which the verdict had been pronounced, afforded 
sufficient proof that the Dikasts were no way in- 
clined to sanction the extreme penalty against him. 
They doubtless anticipated, according to the uniform 
practice before the Athenian courts of justice, that 
he would suggest some lesser penalty—fine, impri- 
sonment, exile, disfranchisement, &c. And had he 
done this purely and simply, there can be little 
doubt that the proposition would have passed. But 
the language of Sokratés, after the verdict, was in 
a strain yet higher than before it; and his resolu- 
tion to adhere to his own point of view, disdaining 
the smallest abatement or concession, only the more 
emphatically pronounced. ‘‘ What counter pro- 
position shall 1 make to you (he said) as a substitute 
for the penalty of Melétus? Shall I name to you 
the treatment which I think I deserve at your hands? 
In that case, my proposition would be that I should 
be rewarded with a subsistence at the public expense 
in the Prytaneum ; for that is what I really deserve 
as a public benefactor—one who has neglected all 
thought of his own affairs, and embraced voluntary 
poverty, in order to devote himself to your best 
interests, and to admonish you individually on the 
serious necessity of mental and moral improvement. 
Assuredly I cannot admit that I have deserved from 
you any evil whatever ; nor would it be reasonable 
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in me to propose exile or imprisonment, which 1 
know to be certain and considerable evils—in place 
of death, which may perhaps be not an evil, but a 
good. I might indeed propose to you a pecuniary 
fine ; for the payment of that would be no evil. 
But I am poor and have no money: all that I could 
muster might perhaps amount to a mina; and I 
therefore propose to you a fine of one mina, as 
punishment on myself. Plato, and my other friends 
near me, desire me to increase this sum to thirty 
mine, and they engage to pay itforme. A fine of 
thirty minz, therefore, is the counter-penalty which 
I submit for your judgment'.”’ 

Subsistence in the Prytaneum at the public ex- 
pense, was one of the greatest honorary distinctions 
which the citizens of Athens ever conferred; an 
emphatic token of public gratitude. That Sokratés 
therefore should proclaim himself worthy of such 
an honour, and talk of assessing it upon himself in 
lieu of a punishment, before the very Dikasts who 
had just passed against him a verdict of guilty— 
would be received by them as nothing less than a 
deliberate insult; a defiance of judicial authority, 
which it was their duty to prove, to an opinionated 
and haughty citizen, that he could not commit with 
impunity. The persons who heard his language 
with the greatest distress, were doubtless Plato, 
Krito, and his other friends around him; who, 
though sympathising with him fully, knew well that 
he was assuring the success of the proposition of 


1 Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 26, 27, 28. p.37, 38. I give, as well as I can, 
the substantive propositions, apart from the emphatic language of the 


original. 
2u2 
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Melétus', and would regret that he should thus 
throw away his life by what they would think an 
ill-placed and unnecessary self-exaltation. Had he 
proposed, with little or no preface, the substitute- 
fine of thirty minze with which this part of his 
speech concluded, there is every reason for believing 
that the majority of Dikasts would have voted 
for it. 

The sentence of death passed against him, by 
what majority we do not know. But Sokratés nei- 
ther altered his tone, nor manifested any regret for 
the language by which he had himself seconded the 
purpose of his accusers. On the contrary, he told 
the Dikasts, in a short address prior to his depart- 
ure for the prison, that he was satisfied both with 
his own conduct and with the result. The divine 
sign (he said) which was wont to restrain him, often 
on very small occasions, both in deeds and in words 
—had never manifested itself once to him through- 
out the whole day, neither when he came thither at 
first, nor at any one point throughout his whole 
discourse. The tacit acquiescence of this infallible 
monitor satisfied him not only that he had spoken 
rightly, but that the sentence passed was in reality 
no evil to him ; that to die now was the best thing 
which could befall him*. Either death was tanta- 
mount to a sound, perpetual, and dreamless sleep— 
which in his judgment would be no loss, but rather 
a gain, compared with the present life; or else, if 
the common mythes were true, death would transfer 
him toa second life in Hades, where he would find all 


? See Plato, Krito, c. 5. p. 45 B. 
? Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 31. p. 40 B; ec. 33. p. 41 Ὁ. 
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the heroes of the Trojan war, and of the past gene- 
rally—so as to pursue in conjunction with them the 
business of mutual cross-examination, and debate 
on ethical progress and perfection’. 

There can be no doubt that the sentence really 
appeared to Sokratés in this point of view, and to 
his friends also, after the event had happened— 
though doubtless not at the time when they were 
about to lose him. He took his line of defence ad- 
visedly, and with full knowledge of the result. It 
supplied him with the fittest of all opportunities for 
manifesting, in an impressive manner, both his per- 
sonal ascendency over human fears and weakness, 
and the dignity of what he believed to be his divine 
mission. It took him away in his full grandeur and 
glory, like the setting of the tropical sun, at a mo- 
ment when senile decay might be looked upon as 
close at hand. He calculated that his defence and 
bearing on the trial would be the most emphatic 
lesson which he could possibly read to the youth of 
Athens; more emphatic, probably, than the sum 
total of those lessons which his remaining life might 
suffice to give, if he shaped his defence otherwise. 
This anticipation of the effect of the concluding 
scene of his life, setting the seal on all his prior dis- 
courses—manifests itself in portions of his conclu- 
ding words to the Dikasts, wherein he tells them 
that they will not, by putting him to death, rid 
themselves of the importunity of the cross-examining 
Elenchus ; that numbers of young men, more rest- 
less and obtrusive than he, already carried within 
them that impulse, which they would now proceed 


1 Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 32. p. 40 GO; p. 41 B. 
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to apply; his superiority having hitherto kept them 
back!. It was thus the persuasion of Sokratés, that 
his removal would be the signal for numerous apo- 
stles, putting forth with increased energy that process 
of interrogatory test and spur to which he had de- 
voted his life, and which doubtless was to him far 
dearer and more sacred than his life. Nothing could 
be more effective than his lofty bearing on his trial, 
for inflaming the enthusiasm of young men thus 
predisposed ; and the loss of life was to him com- 
pensated by the missionary successors whom he 
calculated on leaving behind. 

Under ordinary circumstances, Sokratés would 
have drunk the cup of hemlock in the prison, on 
the day after his trial. But it so happened that 
the day of his sentence was immediately after that 
on which the sacred ship started on its yearly cere- 
monial pilgrimage from Athens to Delos, for the 
festival of Apollo. Until the return of this vessel 
to Athens, it was accounted unholy to put any per- 
son to death by public authority. Accordingly, 
Sokratés remained in prison—and we are pained 
to read, actually with chains on his legs—during 


. the interval that this ship was absent, thirty days 


altogether. His friends and companions had free 
access to him, passing nearly all their time with 
him in the prison; and Krito had even arranged a 
scheme for procuring his escape, by a bribe to the 
gaoler. This scheme was only prevented from taking 
effect by the decided refusal of Sokratés to become 
a party in any breach of the law?; a resolution, 
which we should expect as a matter of course, after 

' Plato, Apol. Sok. c. 30. p. 39 Ὁ. ? Plato, Krito, c. 2, 3 seq. 
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_ the line which he had taken in his defence. His 
days were spent in the prison in discourse respect- 
ing ethical and human subjects, which had formed 
the charm and occupation of his previous life : it is 
to the last of these days that his conversation with 
Simmias, Kebés, and Phzdon, on the immortality 
of the soul, is referred in the Platonic Dialogue 
called ‘ Pheedon.’ Of that conversation the main 
topics and doctrines are Platonic rather than So- 
kratic. But the picture which the dialogue pre- 
sents of the temper and state of mind of Sokratés, 
during the last hours of his life, is one of immortal 
beauty and interest, exhibiting his serene and even 
playful equanimity, amidst the uncontrolable emo- 
tions of his surrounding friends—the genuine, un- 
forced persuasion, governing both his words and 
his acts, of what he had pronounced before the 
Dikasts, that the sentence of death was no calamity 
to him’—and the unabated maintenance of that 
earnest interest in the improvement of man and 
society, which had for so many years formed both 
his paramount motive and his active occupation. 
The details of the last scene are given with minute 
fidelity, even down to the moment of his dissolu- 
tion ; and it is consoling to remark that the cup of 
hemlock (the means employed for executions by 
public order at Athens) produced its effect by steps 
far more exempt from suffering than any natural 
death which was likely to befall him. Those who 
have read what has been observed above respecting 
the strong religious persuasions of Sokratés, will 
not be surprised to hear that his last words, ad- 


1 Plato, Phedon, c. 77. p. 84 E. 
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dressed to Krito immediately before he passed into 
a state of insensibility, were—‘‘ Krito, we owe ἃ 
cock to Aésculapius: discharge the debt, and by 
no means omit it '.” 

Thus perished the ‘‘ parens philosophiz’’—the 
first of Ethical philosophers ; a man who opened to 
Science both new matter, alike copious and valuable 
—and a new method, memorable not less for its 
originality and efficacy, than for the profound phi- 
losophical basis on which it rests. Though Greece 
produced great poets, orators, speculative philoso- 
phers, historians, &c., yet other countries, having 
the benefit of Grecian literature to begin with, have 
nearly equaled her in all these lines, and surpassed 
her in some. But where are we to look for a pa- 
rallel to Sokratés, either in or out of the Grecian 
world? The cross-examining Elenchus, which he 
not only first struck out, but wielded with such 
matchless effect and to such noble purposes, has 
been mute ever since his Jast conversation in the 
prison ; for even his great successor Plato was a 
writer and lecturer, not a colloquial dialectician. 
No man has ever been found strong enough to bend 
his bow ; much less, sure enough to use it as he did. 
His life remains as the only evidence, but a very 
satisfactory evidence, how much can be done by 
this sort of intelligent interrogation ; how powerful 
is the interest which it can be made to inspire— 
how energetic the stimulus which it can apply in 
awakening dormant reason and generating new 
mental power. 

It has been often customary to exhibit Sokratés 


1 Plato, Phedon, c. 155. p. 118 A. 
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as a moral preacher, in which character probably he 
has acquired to himself the general reverence at- 
tached to his name. This is indeed a true attribute, 
but not the characteristic or salient attribute, nor 
that by which he permanently worked on mankind. 
On the other hand, Arkesilaus, and the New Aca- 
demy', a century and more afterwards, thought that 
they were following the example of Sokratés (and 
Cicero seems to have thought so too) when they 
reasoned against every thing—and when they laid it 
down as a system, that against every affirmative po- 


! Cicero, Academ. Post. i. 12,44. ‘Cum Zenone Arcesilas sibi omne 
certamen instituit, non pertinacié aut studio vincendi (ut mihi quidem 
videtur), sed earum rerum obscuritate, quee ad confessionem ignorationis 
adduxerant Socratem, et jam ante Socratem, Democritum, Anaxagoram, 
Empedoclem, omnes pene veteres; qui nihil cognosci, nihil percipi, 
nihil sciri, posse, dixerunt...... Itaque Arcesilas negabat, esse quidquam, 
quod sciri posset, ne illud quidem ipsum, quod Socrates sibi reliquisset : 
sic omnia latere in occulto.”” Compare Academ. Prior. ii. 23, 74; de 
Nat. Deor. i. 5, 11. 

In another passage (Academ. Post. i. 4, 17) Cicero speaks (or rather 
introduces Varro as speaking) rather confusedly. He talks of ‘illam 
Socraticam dubitationem de omnibus rebus, et null& affirmatione adhi- 
bitaé, consuetudinem disserendi:”’ but a few lines before, he had said 
what implies that men might (in the opinion of Sokratés) come to learn 
and know what belonged to human conduct and human duties. 

Again (in Tusc. Disp. 1. 4, 8) he admits that Sokratés had a positive 
ulterior purpose in his negative questioning—“ vetus et Socratica ratio 
contra alterius opinionem disserendi : nam ita facillime, quid veri simil- 
limum esset, inveniri posse Socrates arbitrabatur.” 

Tennemann (Gesch. der Philos. ii. 5. vol. ii. p. 169-175) seeks to 
make out considerable analogy between Sokratés and Pyrrho. But it 
seems to me that the analogy only goes thus far—that both agreed in 
repudiating all speculations not ethical (see the verses of Timon upon 
Pyrrho, Diog. Laért. ix. 65). But in regard to Ethics, the two differed 
materially. Sokratés maintained that Ethics were matter of science, 
and the proper subject of study. Pyrrho on the other hand seems to 
have thought that speculation was just as useless, and science just as 
unattainable, upon Ethics as upon Physics; that nothing was to be 
attended to except feelings, and nothing cultivated except good dis- 
positions. 
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sition, an equal force of negative argument might 
be brought up as counterpoise. Now this view of 
Sokratés is, in my judgment, not merely partial, 
but incorrect. He entertained no such systematic 
distrust of the powers of the mind to attain certainty. 
He laid down a clear (though erroneous) line of 
distinction between the knowable and the unknow- 
able. About physics, he was more than a sceptic— 
he thought that man could know nothing : the gods 
did not intend that man should acquire any such 
information, and therefore managed matters in such 
a way as to be beyond his ken, for all except the 
simplest phznomena of daily wants: moreover, not 
only man could not acquire such information, but 
ought not to labour after it. But respecting the 
topics which concern man and society, the views of 
Sokratés were completely the reverse. This was 
the field which the gods had expressly assigned, 
not merely to human practice, but to human study 
and acquisition of knowledge ; a field, wherein, with 
that view, they managed phenomena on principles 
of constant and observable sequence, so that every 
man who took the requisite pains might know them. 
Nay, Sokratés went a step further—and this forward 
step is the fundamental conviction upon which 
all his missionary impulse hinges. He thought that 
every man not only might know these things, but 
ought to know them; that he could not possibly 
act well, unless he did know them ; and that it was 
his imperious duty to learn them as he would learn 
a profession : otherwise he was nothing better than 
a slave, unfit to be trusted as a free and accountable 
being. Sokratés felt persuaded that no man could 
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behave as a just, temperate, courageous, pious, pa- 
triotic agent,—unless he taught himself to know 
correctly what justice, temperance, courage, piety, 
and patriotism, &c. really were. He was possessed 
with the truly Baconian idea, that the power of 
steady moral action depended upon, and was limited 
by, the rational comprehension of moral ends and 
ineans. But when he looked at the minds around him, 
he perceived that few or none either had any such 
comprehension, or had ever studied to acquire it— 
yet at the same time every man felt persuaded that 
he did possess it, and acted confidently upon such 
persuasion. Here then Sokratés found that the first 
outwork for him to surmount, was, that universal 
‘* conceit of knowledge without the reality,” against 
which he declares such emphatic war; and against 
which, also, though under another form of words 
and in reference to other subjects, Bacon declares 
war not less emphatically, two thousand years after- 
wards—‘‘ Opinio copie inter causas inopiz est.” 
Sokratés found that those notions respecting human 
and social affairs, on which each man relied and 
acted, were nothing but spontaneous products of the 
‘* intellectus sibi permissus,’’—of the intellect left to 
itself either without any guidance, or with only the 
blind guidance of sympathies, antipathies, authority, 
or silent assimilation. ‘They were products got to- 
gether (to use Bacon’s language) ‘‘ from much faith 
and much chance, and from the primitive sugges- 
tions of boyhood,” not merely without care or study, 
but without even consciousness of the process, and 
without any subsequent revision. Upon this basis 
the Sophists, or professed teachers for active life, 
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sought to erect a superstructure of virtue and abi- 
lity; but to Sokratés, such an attempt appeared 
hopeless and contradictory—not less impracticable 
than Bacon in his time pronounced it to be, to carry 
up the tree of science into majesty and fruit-bearing, 
without first clearing away those fundamental vices 
which lay unmolested and in poisonous influence 
round its root. Sokratés went to work in the Ba- 
conian manner and spirit; bringing his cross-exa- 
mining process to bear, as the first condition to 
all further improvement, upon these rude, self-be- 
gotten, incoherent generalisations, which passed in 
men’s minds for competent and directing know- 
ledge. But he, not less than Bacon, performs this 
analysis, not with a view to finality in the negative, 
but as the first stage towards an ulterior profit—as 
the preliminary purification, indispensable to future 
positive result. In the physical sciences, to which 
Bacon’s attention was chiefly turned, no such result 
could be obtained without improved experimental 
research, bringing to light facts new and yet un- 
known; but on those topics which Sokratés dis- 
cussed, the elementary data of the inquiry were all 
within the hearer’s experience, requiring only to 
be pressed upon his notice, affirmatively as well as 
negatively, together with the appropriate ethical 
and political End ; in such manner as to stimulate 
within him the rational effort requisite for combining 
them anew upon consistent principles. 

If then the philosophers of the New Academy 
considered Sokratés either as a sceptic, or as a par- 
tisan of systematic negation, they misinterpreted 
his character, and mistook the first stage of his 
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process—that which Plato, Bacon, and Herschel 
call the purification of the intellect—for the ulti- 
mate goal. The Elenchus, as Sokratés used it, was 
animated by the truest spirit of positive science, 
and formed an indispensable precursor to its at- 
tainment’. 

There are two points, and two points only, in 
topics concerning man and society, with regard to 
which Sokratés is a sceptic—or rather, which he 
denies ; and on the negation of which, his whole 
method and purpose turn. He denies, first, that 
men can know that on which they have bestowed no 
conscious effort, no deliberate pains, no systematic 
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study, in learning. He denies, next, that men can 


practise what they do not know*—that they can be 
Just, or temperate, or virtuous generally, without 
knowing what justice, or temperance, or virtue is. 
To imprint upon the minds of his hearers his own 
negative conviction, on these two points—is indeed 
his first object, and the primary purpose of his 
multiform dialectical manceuvring. But though 
negative in his means, Sokratés is strictly positive 
in his ends: his attack is undertaken only with 
distinct view td a positive result ; in order to shame 
them out of the illusion of knowledge, and to spur 
them on and arm them for the acquisition of real, 
assured, comprehensive, self-explanatory, knowledge 
—as the condition and guarantee of virtuous prac- 
tice. Sokratés was indeed the reverse of ἃ sceptic : 


1 Plato, Apol. Sok.c. 7. p.22 A. δεῖ δὴ ὑμῖν τὴν ἐμὴν πλάνην ἐπιδεῖξαι, 
ὥσπερ τινας πόνους πονοῦντος, &c. 

3 So Demokritus, Fragm. ed. Mullach, p. 185. Fr. 131. οὔτε τέχνη, 
οὔτε σοφίη, ἐφικτὸν, ἣν μὴ μάθῃ τις...... 
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no man ever looked upon life with a more positive 
and practical eye: no man ever pursued his mark 
with a clearer perception of the road which he was 
travelling: no man ever combined, in like manner, 
the absorbing enthusiasm of a missionary‘, with the 
acuteness, the originality, the inventive resource, and 
the generalising comprehension, of a philosopher. 
His method yet survives, as far as such method 
can survive, in some of the dialogues of Plato. It 
is a process of eternal value and of universal appli- 
cation. ‘That purification of the intellect, which 
Bacon signalized as indispensable for rational or 


_ scientific progress, the Sokratic Elenchus affords the 


only known instrument for at least partially accom- 
plishing. However little that instrument may have 
been applied since the death of its inventor, the 
necessity and use of it neither have disappeared, 
nor ever can disappear. There are few men whose 
minds are not more or less in that state of sham 
knowledge against which Sokratés made war: there 
is no man whose notions have not been first got 
together by spontaneous, unexamined, unconscious, 
uncertified association—resting upon forgotten par- 
ticulars, blending together disparates or inconsist- 
encies, and leaving in his mind old and familiar 


' Aristotle (Problem. c. 30. p. 953 Bek.) numbers both Sokratés and 
Plato (compare Plutarch, Lysand. c. 2) among those to whom he as- 
cribes φύσιν pedayxodrx}»—the black bile and ecstatic temperament. 
I do not know how to reconcile this with a passage in his Rhetoric (ii. 
17), in which he ranks Sokratés among the sedate persons (στάσιμον). 
The first of the two assertions seems countenanced by the anecdotes 
respecting Sokratés (in Plato, Symposion, p. 175 B, p. 220 C), that he 
stood in the same posture, quite unmoved, even for several hours con- 
tinuously, absorbed in meditation upon some idea which had seized his 
mind. 
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phrases, and oracular propositions, of which he has 
never rendered to himself account: there is no man, 
who, if he be destined for vigorous and profitable 
scientific effort, has not found it a necessary branch 
of self-education, to break up, disentangle, analyse, 
and reconstruct, these ancient mental compounds— 
and who has not been driven to do it by his own 
lame and solitary efforts, since the giant of the col- 
loquial Elenchus no longer stands in the market- 
place to lend him help and stimulus. 

To hear of any man’, especially of so illustrious 
a man, being condemned to death on such accu- 


sations as that of heresy and alleged corruption of one of th 
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of 


youth—inspires at the present day a sentiment of intolerance. 


indignant reprobation, the force of which I have 
no desire to enfeeble. The fact stands eternally re- 
corded as one among the thousand misdeeds of in- 
tolerance, religious and political. But since amidst 
this catalogue each item has its own peculiar cha- 
racter, grave or light—we are bound to consider at 
what point of the scale the condemnation of So- 
kratés is to be placed, and what inferences it justifies 
in regard to the character of the Athenians. Now 
if we examine the circumstances of the case, we 


' Dr. Thirlwall has given, in an Appendix to his fourth volume (Ap- 
pend. VII. p. 526 seg.), an interesting and instructive review of the 
recent sentiments expressed by Hegel, and by some other eminent 
German authors, on Sokratés and his condemnation. It affords me 
much satisfaction to see that he has bestowed such just animadversions 
on the unmeasured bitterness, as well as upon the untenable views, of 
M. Forchhammer’s treatise respecting Sokratés. 

I dissent however altogether from the manner in which Dr. Thirlwall 
speaks about the Sophists, both in this Appendix and elsewhere. My 
opinion, respecting the persons so called, has been given at length in the 
preceding chapter. 
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shall find them all extenuating ; and so powerful 
indeed, as to reduce such inferences to their mini- 
mum, consistent with the general class to which the 
incident belongs. | 

First, the sentiment now prevalent is founded 
upon a conviction that such matters as heresy and 
heretical teaching of youth are not proper for judi- 
cial cognizance. Even in the modern world, such 
a conviction is of recent date; and in the fifth cen- 
tury B.c., it was unknown. Sokratés himself would 
not have agreed in it ; and all Grecian governments, 
oligarchical and democratical alike, recognised the 
opposite. The testimony furnished by Plato is on 
this: point decisive. When we examine the two 
positive communities which he constructs, in the 
treatises ‘De Republica’ and ‘ De Legibus,’ we find 
that there is nothing about which he is more anxious, 
than to establish an unresisted orthodoxy of doc- 
trine, opinion, and education. A dissenting and 
free-spoken teacher, such as Sokratés was at Athens, 
would not have been allowed to pursue his vocation 
for a week, in the Platonic Republic. Plato would 
not indeed condemn him to death; but he would 
put him to silence, and in case of need, send him 
away. This in fact is the consistent deduction, if 
you assume that the state is to determine what 7s 
orthodoxy and orthodox teaching—and to repress 
what contradicts its own views. Now all the Gre- 
cian states, including Athens, held this principle’, 
of interference against the dissenting teacher. But 
at Athens, though the principle was recognised, yet 
the application of it was cpunteracted by resisting 

* See Plato, Euthyphron, c. 3. p. 3 Ὁ. 
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forces which it did not find elsewhere ; by the de- 
mocratical constitution with its liberty of speech 
and love of speech—by the more active spring of 
individual intellect—and by the toleration, greater 
there than anywhere else, shown to each man’s pe- 
culiarities of every sort. In any other government 
of Greece, as well as in the Platonic Republic, So- 
kratés would have been quickly arrested in his ca- 
reer, even if not severely punished ; in Athens, he 
was allowed to talk and teach publicly for twenty- 
five or thirty years, and then condemned when an 
old man. Of these two applications of the same 
mischievous principle, assuredly the latter is at 
once the more moderate and the less noxious. 
Secondly, the force of this last consideration, as 
an extenuating circumstance in regard to the Athe- 
nians, is much increased, when we reflect upon the 
number of individual enemies whom Sokratés made 
to himself in the prosecution of his cross-examining 
process. Here were a multitude of individuals, in- 
cluding men personally the most eminent and ef- 
fective in the city, prompted by special antipathies, 
over and above general convictions, to call into 
action the dormant state-principle of intolerance 
against an obnoxious teacher. If, under such pro- 
vocation, he was allowed to reach the age of seventy, 
and to talk publicly for so many years, before any 
real Melétus stood forward—this attests conspi- 
cuously the efficacy of the restraining dispositions 
among the people, which made their practical habits 
more liberal than their professed principles. 
.Thirdly, whoever has read the account of the trial 
and defence of Sokratés, will see that he himself 
VOL. VIII, 2X 
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contributed quite as much to the result as all the 
three accusers united. Not only he omitted to do 


" all that might have been done without dishonour, 


to ensure acquittal—but he held positive language 
very nearly such as Melétus himself would have 
sought to put in his mouth. He did this delibe- 
rately—having an exalted opinion both of himself 
and his own mission—and accounting the cup of 
hemlock, at his age, to be no calamity. It was 
only by such marked and offensive self-exaltation 
that he brought on the first vote of the Dikastery, 
even then the narrowest majority, by which he was 
found guilty: it was only by a still more aggravated 
manifestation of the same kind, even to the pitch 
of something like insult, that he brought on the 
second vote, which pronounced the capital sentence. 
Now it would be uncandid not to allow for the effect 
of such a proceeding on the minds of the Dikastery. 
They were not at all disposed, of their own accord, 
to put in force the recognised principle of intole- 
rance against him. But when they found that the 
man who stood before them charged with this offence, 
addressed them in a tone such as Dikasts had never 
heard before and could hardly hear with calmness 
—they could not but feel disposed to credit all the 
worst inferences which his accusers had suggested, 
and to regard Sokratés as a dangerous man both 
religiously and politically, against whom it was re- 
quisite to uphold the majesty of the court and con- 
stitution. 

In appreciating this memorable incident, there- 
fore, though the mischievous principle of intole- 
rance cannot be denied, yet all the circumstances 
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show that that principle was neither irritable nor 
predominant in the Athenian bosom—that even a 
large body of collateral antipathies did not readily 
call it forth against any individual—that the more 
liberal and generous dispositions, which deadened 
its malignity, were of steady efficacy, not easily over- 
borne—and that the condemnation ought to count 
as one of the least gloomy items in an essentially 
gloomy catalogue. 

Let us add, that as Sokratés himself did not ac- 
count his own condemnation and death, at his age, 
to be any misfortune, but rather a favourable dis- 
pensation of the gods, who removed him just in 
time to escape that painful consciousness of intel- 
lectual decline, which induced Demokritus to pre- 
pare the poison for himself—so his friend Xenophon 
goes a step further, and while protesting against the 
verdict of guilty, extols the manner of death as a 
subject of triumph—as the happiest, most honour- 
able, and most gracious way, in which the gods 
could set the seal upon a useful and exalted life’. 

It is asserted by Diodorus, and repeated with ex- 
aggerations by other later authors, that after the 
death of Sokratés the Athenians bitterly repented 
of the manner in which they had treated him, and 
that they even went so far as to put his accusers to 
death without trial?. I know not upon what au- 


1 Xen. Mem. iv. 8, 3— 
‘“*Denique Democritum postquam matura vetustas 
Admonuit memores motus languescere mentis, 
Sponte suf letho sese obvius obtulit ipse.” 
(Lucretius, ii. 1052.) 
? Diodor. xiv. 37 with Wesseling’s note; Diog. Laért. ii. 43; Argu- 
ment. ad Isokrat. Or. xi. Busiris. 


2x2 


The Athe- 
nians did 
not repent 
it. 
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thority this statement is made, and 1 disbelieve it 
altogether. From the tone of Xenophon’s ‘ Memo- 
rabilia,’ there 1s: every reason to presume that the 
memory of Sokratés still continued to be unpopular 
at Athens when that collection was composed. 
Plato, too, left Athens immediately after the death 
of his master, and remained absent for a long series 
of years: indirectly, I think, this affords a pre- 
sumption that no such reaction took place in Athe- 
nian sentiment as that which Diodorus alleges ; and 
the same presumption is countenanced by the man- 
ner in which the orator A%schinés speaks of the 
condemnation, half a century afterwards. I see no 
reason to believe that the Athenian Dikasts, who 
doubtless felt themselves justified, and more than 
justified, in condemning Sokratés after his own 
speech—retracted that sentiment after his decease. 
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